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ABSTRACT

Pilot retention is decreasing to historically
low levels, due in part to the inability of the current
USAF personnel system to satisfy demands for Jjob secur=
ity, assignment selection, and self-esteem. The "dual-
track" system by which several air forces segregate pilots
into specialists and generalists offers the prospect of
satisfying these demands and better aligning individual
expectations with aspirations, This study reviews sources
of satisfaction and dissatisfaction among USAF pilots and
integrates behavioral theory with applicable USAF survey
data. Several dual-track systems currently in use are
examined, and a hypothetical system is analyzed for poten-

tial USAF implementation,
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PREFACE

|
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This study examines the feasibility of applying
dual-track management of pilots to the U.S. Air Force.
The breadth of this proposal necessitated a broad, extensive
: » o approach to the research rather than an intensive treatment
;b of any one aspect. It was (and still is) my convioction
; § that any attempt to examine this proposal in pilece- ;
: ' meal fashion was unlikely to produce meaningful results, 1
While the conclusions are tentatlve and to some extent
nebulous, 1t is hoped that this work will stimulate more

detailed investigation of this potentially valuable concept
of personnel management.
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While this report is based on a broad array of of- ]
ficial survey data, I have still found it impossible to gj
either support or refute all of my contentions., I have ;1
i : attempted to identify any unsupported assertions and to

' indicate their sources even if not acceptable in the strict-
est academic sense, Naturally, I alone am responsible for
any errors or omlssions.
B I wish to express my apprecilation to all those who
% made this study possible. It is a pleasure to thank my
thesis commlttee, all of whom provided invaluable suggestions, -
comments, and criticism: Major Skip Cooper, chairman; Dr. Lo
Brad Lear, consulting faculty member; and Major Dan Mason, ©
committee member. Major Chuck Heltsley of MPC's Rated Officer
Retention Group and Captain Mel Gambrell of the MPC Survey
Branch also provided countless facts, figures, and memoranda,
; without which this research could not have been completed.
P . Finally, I must express my deepest thanks to my wife, Karen,
who typed thée manuscript, and who assisted and encouraged me
throughout the "best year of my life."
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

QUALIFIER: Part of the mission of the Army Command and 5

General Staff College 1is distribution of student research i

products to interested DOD agencies to enhance the poten- i
. tial for new insights into Defense related problems/issues. f
Wnile the College has accepted this product as meeting
academic requirements for graduation, the views and opin-
ions expressed or implied are solely those of the author
and should not be construed as carrying official sanction.
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TITLE: PILOT SPECIALISTS~~THE POTENTIAL FOR DUAL-TRACK
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT OF U.S. AIR FORCE PILOTS

AUTHOR: MAJ THOMAS O. FLEMING, JR. ‘

ADVISOR: MAJ WALLACE E, COOPER

I. Purpose: To determine if the adoption of a “dual-track" j
personnel system for Air Force pilots would enhance job sat- 3
‘ isfaction and increase overall retention of pilots.
% ; II. Problem: Air Force pllots with 6 to 11 years of service
é» { are resigning in ever-increasing numbers. This has resulted
i in a shortage of experienced pilots from which it will take
& é years :for the Air Force to recover. Eixpressed reasons for
: : early separation include inadequate compensation, undesirable
; % assignment prospects, low career security, and dislike of the
; "way of life." Several of these factors stem partially from .
the current USAF system of officer/pilot personnel management: §
producing and promoting a '‘whole man" and separating those 53
deemed unsuitable for further advancement. An alternate system
. in use by several other major air forces offers the possibility
of alleviating some of the current sources of pilot dissatis-
faction and better matching a pilot with the compatible over-
all career objective. This alternate system, popularly known
as "dual~track'" segregates pilots into two groups: general- ;
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ists who aspire to senlior command and staff positions, and
specialists who desire simply to remain in active flying

duty throughout their full careers, This system appears

to offer some potential of increasing overall pilot sate-
isfaction and stemming pilot attrition,

III. Data: This study reviews tha fundamental sources of sat-
isfaction and dissatisfaction among pilots in today's Air
Force. I%t integrates the classical and current theories of
organizational psychology with survey data of USAF pilots.
Numerous formal surveys are reviewed, representing pilots of
all age and experience levels from all major commands. Next,
the study examines the experience of four major flying organ-
izations with various dual-track systems. The British Royal
Alr Force, German Luftwaffe, U.S. Army aviation, and U.S,.
commercial airlines are discussed. Finally, a hypothetical
dual-track system is developed and evaluated to ascertain
implications for improving overall pilot career satisfaction
and retention,

Iv, Findings: USAF pilot survey data generally supports
current theories of employee behavior, especlally Herzberg's
two-factor theory. Satisfaction derives from intrinsic needs.
Pilot dissatisfaction, on the other hand, stems mostly fron
extrinsic factors such as inadequate compensation, low job
security, and unfavorable working conditions, Allied air forces
and other flying organizations employing dual-track personnel
systems have been able to better match an individual pillot to
a career goal compatible with his capabilities and aspirations.
While it is not a panacea, this form of management appears to
e hance overall pilot satisfaction.

V. Conclusions: Dual-track management of Air Force pilots,

if implemented in conjunction with certain supporting modifi-
cations of the USAF personnel system, appears to offer the
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potential for increasing overall career satisfaction of the
pilot force. Although it is inherently incapable of address-
ing extrinsic factors such as compensation, family separation,
and long duty hours, it does offer the prospect of improving
individual motivation by enhancing Jbb security, better

. aligning career expectations with aspirations, and providing

increased opportunity for individuals to obtain preferred
assignments,

A VI. Recommendations: The complexity of the subject and the
absence of any current dual-track system suitable for unmodi-
fied adoption by the USAF necessitates that the f.ndings and
conclusions of this study be addressed in greater detail in
order to verify them and ascertain the feasibility of employ-

ing a dual-track system within the USAF. Specific requirements
include the following:
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v i -Conduct a comprehensive survey of the USAF rated
: force to determine the relative importance of flying, promotion,
Job choice, and security.
~Conduct a detailed quantitative analysis to determine
specific trade-~offs associated with dual-track implementation
% and to define the optimium form of such a system. 3
~Conduct a survey of the pilots of one or more allied
nations currently employing dual-track management in order to Z
verify levels and sources of satisfaction among both rated %
generalists and speclalists,
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Problem Background

Currently, the US Air Force 1s confronted by one of
its most significant peacetime challenges - retaining highly
trained pilots beyond their initial periods of obligated
service., These pilots are now resigning in ever-increasing
numbers Just as they should be entering their most produc-
tive years in the cockpit. While the USAF pilot retention
rate for pilots at 6 to 12 years of service was 56 percent
in 1975, the current rate is only 26 percent. This will
result in a shortage of 2500 pilots in FY 80.( 32 :3) More-
over, the situation could reduce operational rated officer
manning to levels as low as 86 percent.( 1710) Quite
simply, the problem is one of economics, whether viewed from
the perspective of the Air Force or from that of a departing
pilot. As costs approach a million dollars to fully train a
single pilot, the Air Force is Justified in calling him "the
military's most expensive product."( 51:7-2)

Totél pilot training costs can be reduced in one of
two ways - by reducing the cost of training an individual
L. ~0ot or by reducing the number of pilots to be trained. 1In
view of the increasing sophistication of aircraft and the
escalating costs of operating them, the latter course would
seem to hold greater promise. Given a constant (or possibly
increasing) requirement for USAF pilots, this can only be

oo ST Z il a1 L b o s it B




accomplished through reducing attrition and turnover of the
pilot force. '

Economic concern is also one of the primary motiva-
tions of departing young pilots who seek t6 double their
salaries with the airlines. As noted in ‘ongressional testi-

‘ mony, '"the major economic alternative to military aviators
lies in the airlines."( 25:15) 1In view of current estimates
that, throughout the eighties, the airlines will hire more
pllots each yesar than the military produces, this problem
is unlikely to disappear of ita own volition in the near
future.( 16:16) '

While the root causes of the pilot exodus are complex
and varied, if one is to listen to the comments of departing
pilots, their choice is not solely motivated by personal
financial considerations. Many have indicated that a more
fundamental reason is dissatisfaction with their current job
or with theilr future prospects in the Air Force., It is a

H common complaint that in order to be promoted, thus '"succeed"
é : in today's Air Force, it is necessary to get out of the cock-
pit and behind a desk. In fact, most pllots anticipate non-
3 § flying assignments whether they request them or not. 1In

4 " short, many departing pilots, as well as many others who

femain, aspire primaerily to be a specialist within a system
designed to produce (and reward) ggneralists. Conseguently,
they seek to fulfill their aspirations by "voting with their ‘
feet" and becoming asirline pilots. ;
Since its inception, the Air Force has managed its ]
pilot force (and all other line officers) under a generalist
system which applies the same set of procurement, promotion,

3 L and separation policies to all line officers.(49 :1-2) Impli-

cit in this system is the assumption that each officer is a

potential Chief-of-Staff. This 'up-or-out" personnel system
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through recognition of the qualities of leadership and manage-
ment demonstrated by the "whole-man". While this system un-
doubtedly produces some excellent managers, it also produces
undesirable side effects, not the least of which is the wide-
spread perception that it is inequitable, inefficient, and un-
necessarily expensive. The current system creates disruptive
personnel turbulence in two ways: directly, by forcing out
technically competent pilots deemed unqualified for increased
managerial responsibility, and indirectly, by forcing highly
qualified pilots to seek "career-broadening" managerial and
support experience in order to avoid non-selection at a.later
date.

A Sk 20 s

Thus, the problem which this study confronts is rooted
in the current generalist personnel system under which all
USAF pilots are managed. Dissatisfaction with the current
system is the proximate cause of a significant percentage of
: early pilot separations.( 21 :3) At the same time, it results
. : in mushrooming costs to the Air Force, not only to train more
? : replacements for departing pilots, but also in terms of the
a lowered efficiency which accompanies a less experienced pilot
force.
A Possible Alternative: Dual-Track Menagement
An alternative system is presently in use (in vary-
ing degrees) in several other rajor air forces and has, in
fact, been considered by the USAF. It is the concept of
‘ "dual-track" advancement, wherein officers are segregated into

two basic groups at some early or intermediate point in their
careers. Those who possess both the ability and desire for
managerial responsibility are groomed for promotion to senior
command positions. These officers are trained extensively
wvith emphasis on developing the breadth of knowledge and

B e Y

emphasizes promotion to ever-increasing levels of responsibility
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experience necessary for senior management. Conversely, other
officers follow the alternative '"track" of increasing special-
ization and iﬁpensive training, which, in the case of rated
officers, would result in 20 to 30-year careers in the cockpit.
There are a number of ways in which dual-track might be imple-
mented in the Air Force~-none of them novel: a warrant officer
system like that of the Army, selective continuation of passed-
over caeptains (i.e., modification of the "up-or-out" concept);
or a system into which pllot specialists voluntarily enter
without regard to promotion passover. While the magnitude

of the costs 1s likely to vary with each of these options,

the direction of these costs (savings) should remain constant
if retention within the rated force actually is enhanced by
dual-track.

On the surface, the idea of a dual-track system for
pilot specialists is appealing because of its potential to
reduce attrition and thus, overall training costs, However,
several studies conducted within the Air Staff during the past
deéade have concluded that the drawbacks of a dual-track system
would offset any of its desirable features.(102:3) They argue
that, under dual-track, the morale of the pililot specialist
force would suffer due to limited career progression and the
monotony of Jjob stagnation., At the same time, such arguments
hold, since the total requirement for supervisory and supple-
ment pilots should remain constant, those officers in the
generalist (or managerial) track would have less time in the
cockpit to gain primary alrcrew experience. This would result in
less rated experience among Alr Force managers and leaders and a
smaller pool from which the Alr Force could select its rated
leadership. The opponents of dual-track have concluded that
such effects are likely to occur and will result in decreased
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retention rather than achieving the improved retention which
dual=track was designed to produce.

Several studies have been conducted to determine the
costs or savings to be realized from dual=track. Most have
shown that, all else being equal, the cost of dual-track is
elither approximately equal to or less than that of the present
system.( 73 :61; 84 :28-32; 91 :52-61)" But, of course, all
things are never equal. Naturally, such studies are extremely
dependent upon the variables and assumptions around which
they are structured (e.g., force size, pilot requirements,
promotion opportunity and timing, tenure, cost factors, and
retention). However, the most significant variable in terms
of potential costs or savings 18 also the most difficult to
quantify - retention. Put simply, if retention improves,
dual-~track is cheaper; if it does not, then dual-track is more
expensive., Significantly, retention not only drives costs; it
also provides a direct measure of the relative satisfaction
and, to some degree, motivation of the force. Unfortunately,
it is this variable which is least subject to direct manip-
ulation.

Consequently, any benefits attributable to dual-track
are dependent upon the linkage between dual-track management
and pilot retention. Ironically, numerous studies have exam-
ined dual-track with hardly any treatment of retention as a
variable. By the same token, the growing pilot exodus has focus-
ed increased attention on the monetary significar<e of retention,
with proposed remedies including increasing pay, reducing
"irritants," increasing or decreasing training commitments, and

*See Appendix A for a more detailed discussion of costs and
savings.
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appealing for increased professionalism. Unfortunately, few j
if any of these efforts have addressed proposals to directly !
increase job satisfaction, probably the most crucial element

of the whole retention problem., That is the goal of this re-
search.- to determine if dual-track would improve job satis- ‘
faction., Py

Working Hypothesis
' The adoption of a "dual-track!" personnel system for
USAF pilots would enhance Jjob satisfaction and increase over- :
all retention of the rated force. § E

Thesis Objective

The principal objective of this research is to deter-
mine if the implementation of a dual-track personnel system for
Air Force pilots could be expected to increase overall reten-
tion of the pilot force. Toward this end, the following sub-
obJjectives have been identified:

1., To determine 1f reduced promotion opportunity will
adversely impact retention of pilot specialists.

2, To determine if rated specialists would experience
Job enrichment or job stagnation under dual-track.

3. To determine if implementation of dual-track might
: be expected to foster counterproductive iscolation, rivalry, and :
f misunderstanding between rated generalists and rated speclalists. : i
! 4, To determine if rated generalists under dual-track
% would be able to attain sufficient rated experience to meet the
; requirements of law (ACIA) and managerial expertise.

Research Approach
Chapter II will provide a review of pertinent managerial
literature regarding job satisfaction and retention and will
relate this to the current Air Force situation.
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Chapter III will discuss the "other side of the coin'wa
sources of dissatisfaction among pilots,

Chapter IV will examine existing personnel systems and
pllot attitudes in several organizaticns which embody some
features of dual-track. The following will be analyzed: the
Royal Air Force, the German Alr Force (Luftwaffe), U,S. Army
Aviation, and the U.S. commercial airlines,

Chanter V will present and analyze a hypothetical dual-
track system for the USAF.

Chapter VI will provide conclusions of the research
and recommendations for action and further research.




CHAPTER II Al

JOB SATISFACTION AS A MOTIVATOR = ITS IMPACT ON PILOT
RETENTION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR DUAL TRACK

Background — Motivation Theory
Managerial and psychological literature is rife with

theories, studies, and discussions of human motivation = what
motivates man to work and what are the implications in work
organizations? The study of human behavior is among the most

complex subjects for professional research and is thus associat-

ed with a high degree of uncertainty. Consequently, any con-
clusions the reader or researcher might draw regarding the
motivation to work or any of its manifestations should be
carefully considered. It is recognized that, by careful selecs
tion of sources, one can '"prove" or at least support, contrast-
ing points of view. For the interested reader, a reasonablyl
comprehensive survey of this topic is provided by Edward E.
Lawler, III in Motivation in Work Organizations., Most of the
following outline is derived from this work.

A3 a preféce to examining the literature of motivation
theory, it is first necessary to recognize two caveats — first,
people are different, and second, the workplace is a "szstem"
in which changes in one factor or aspect of a job often create
repercussions in other areas.* While both may seem readily
apparent, they are too often overlooked in the conclusions of
various studies of human motivation which frequently try to
reduce this complex subject to a'lowest common denominator.”

#*For an excellent discussion of the USAF flying squadron as a
system, see Case ( 75:all).
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Human behavior is extremely complex. Individuals
respond differently to similar needs; people differ in what
motivates them to work; and an individual's needs and motiva-
tion frequently change over time., Professor Morrison Massey
of Colorado University noted that an individual's basic system
of values is formed during the first ten years of his life,
The primary determinants of one's value system are thes diverse
forms of social contact of varying importance: pearents, other
relatives, school, church, media (espeo;ally television), peer
group, and so forth. By age 20, Massey states, this value
system is so firmly established that it is subject to further
change only through the occurence of a '"eritical emotional
event" (and ther only rarely).(ll2:=-)

The implications of this fact are evident. First, a
person's value system is the foundation upon which his person-
ality, needs, and motivations are based, and they too are
fully developed by the time a young man or woman enters the
Job market. Vhat's more, these needs and motivations differ
Just as the individuals themselves differ in personality and
soclial background., The job or environment which motivates
one person may well be anathema to his contemporary from across
the street or across the nation. Consequently, the fact of
individual differences must be kept in mind as we examine be-
havioral theories or surveys. VWhile a given theory may be
generally applicable to a segment of the population, it seldom
applies to all. This fact has provided a focus for criticism
of most behavioral theorists, and while 1t certainly does not
obviate their conclusions, it must be remembered in attempting
to apply them to "the real world,"

Lawler, too, notes the central importance of individual
differences and early value development as they relate to moti-
vation in the workplace., e notes that, while the needs of
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employees are essentially the same, thelr goals which fulfill
those needs may differ considerably. The result is that some
workers are security-oriented while others are more influenced
by achievement needs.( 9 :104) He concludes that "rather than
trying to change the needs of their subordinates, managers
should concentrate on placing people in Jobs where their need
structure is appropriate." ( 9 :138, 204)

Essentially, humans are motivated to satisfy various
needs and accomplish various goals, Some of our most basic
needs are instinctual and are thus governed by unconscious
drives (e.g., hunger, sleep, the desire for comfort, and safety).
Early theorists focused on such subliminal factors to explailn
man's behavior. The early efforts of Freud and Darwin led to
more recent work in the field of "drive theory" by C.L. Hull,
B.I's Skinner, and Cravens and Renner, to note but a few. While
such basic, instinctual drives are present in all workers, addi-
tional theory and research has indicated that a more complex
"hierarchy of needs," such as that postulated by Abraham laslow,
is present in the worker and extends beyond the instincual level,
Maslow's hierarchy commences with physiological needs and pro-
gresses through needs for security, affiliation, achievement
(or esteem), and, ultimately, self-actualization-— becoming all
that you are capable of becoming.( 11l:82-92) A person can be
motivated by more than one need at a time and will continue to
be motivated by a need until either it is satisfied or a lower-
order need is threatened.( 9 :40) Herzberg, MeGregor, and
others have also elaborated on the significgnce of "higher-
order needs," h

A cursory examination of these needs serves to indicate
their presence and importance in the organization: affiliatione
the need for social contact; equity - equal abllitlies and efforts;
achievement = the desire to rerform and succeed in competitive,
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risk-orientated situations; competence = fitness to interact
with the environment, characterized by persistence and goal
orientation; and self-actuallization « growth, self«fulfillment,
and the realization of one's full potential. Most theorists
feel that man's motivation derives directly from his attempts
to satisfy needs. Ironically though, satisfaction does not
directly result in motivation, Studies have shown that once

a need is satisfied, it ceases to be a motivator.( 11:12) An
exception, however, appears to be the need for self-actualization,
for which, Maslow felt, "increased satisfaction leads to in-
creased need strength." ( 9 :28) It is noteworthy, that, vhile
most behavior is motivated by goals, if these goals are un-
attainable, frustration tends to result with various negative
manifestations. ( 11:14)

Many of these needs are interactive to varying degrees.
Thus, a worker might be motivated simultaneously by his pay and
benefits, the security offered by his organization, affiliation
with his peer group, the esteem resulting from achievement in
his Job, the sense of responsibility, autonomy, and competence
which his job provides, and the self-actualization which results
from competence and achlievement.

Another aspect of worker motivation is provided by "ex-
pectancy theory." As postulated by Vroom, this theory ties Jjob
satisfaction to a person's expectations, and states that a per-
son's motivation is a multiplicative function of his expectation
of need satisfaction and the instrumentality, or importance,
which he attaches to the expected outcome. ( 2:140)

Both satisfaction and motivation are closely related to
rewvards. Rewards may be either extrinsic (pay and benefits,
promotion) or intrinsic (Jjob satisfaction, achievement, self-
actualization). The school of '"scientific management," fostered
by Federick V. Taylor in 1911, was predicated largely on the
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application of the extrinsic '"carrot-and-stick" approach. That
is, a person "will be motivated to work if rewards and penalties
are tied directly to his performance.( 9:199) More recently,
research has shifted to the concept of "participative management,"
developed through the efforts of McGregor, Likert, Argyris, and
others. Participative management is based on the concept that
"individuals can derive satisfacticn from deing an effective

Job per se;"( 9 :200) that is, intrinsic motivation.

Needless to say, both intrinsic and extrinsic factors

are, to some degree, present in the complex realm of human
behavior, with some individuals more predisposed toward intrinsic
motivation while others are more inclined voward extrinsic
factors. Consequently, Lawler argues for a combined (both
scientific and participative) approach, in which employees
would be stimulated and challenged by their. jobs (participative)
and rewarded on the basis of their ééfféfﬁéﬁéé'(scientific).
The key problem, he notes, is the selection of those people who
fit the '"right motivational pattern," this being difficult to
determine until one has performed in an organization for a
time.( 9 :207)

A detailed study of the motivation to work was conducted

by Professor Frederick Herzberg, who also jidentified both in-
trinsic and extrinsic job motivators. He concluded that their
general effects are distinctly different. Those factors intrin-
sic to the Job are similar to Maslow's higher-order needs and
include responsibility, challenging work, achievement, and
growth and development. These '"motivators," as he called them,
produce positive Jjob attitudes "because they satisfy the in-
dividual's need for self-actualization in his work." ( 6 :70,114)
Moreover, motivators also tend to be relatively endurinz rather
than temporary in nature. On the other hand, he noteZ fthat
factors which operated as gigsatisfiers ~ere not ssociated with
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j ; the job. These he called'factors of hygiene,”" based upon the
okbservation that they acted as a preventive rather than a
curative. Herzberg's hygienic factors include supérvision, ,
interpersonal relations, physical working conditions, salary 2?
and benefits, job security, and administrative policies.( 6 :113)
Interestingly, he noted that these hygiene factors acted only

in a negative sense. That is, they tend to create dissatis-
faction if not satisfied, but do little to actively motivate

an individual when they are aatisfied.
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Application of Motivation Theorv Among Air Force Pilots

Motivation theory gives rise to several questions
relevant to the retention problem among Air Force pilots:

J'How does Jjob satisfaction relate to retention?

- What determines job satisfaction and what are its j 3
effects?

- What determines dissatisfaction among pilots and ;
what are its effects?
- What motivates pilots?
Possible answers to these and other pertinent questions
are provided both by consideration of relevant theory and also

by a number of surveys conducted by and for the Air Force g
dealing with this topic. ;
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Job Satisfaction and Retention §
Job satisfaction appears to be a major determinant of

retention., Virtually all organizational psychologists seem
to feel that workers who have a high degree of job satisfaction ;
are less subject to furnover than those who do not enjoy their ? ’
work.( 3 :16,190-194; 5 :60; 9 :101,105;63 :8) An earlier i i
Aly Force study declared that "satisfaction in one's Job leads ;
; ' to increased productivity, better personal adjustment, and Ly
’
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favorable career intent."( 81:59) More rscently Gen. B.L.
Davis, Commander, Air Training Command énd former DCS, Per-
sonnel, noted that, "In units where these needs (joh satis-
faction, recognition, etc.) are being fulfilled.- where
pilots feel their jobs are important and appreciated ~ _re-
tention is highest."( 56:37)

However, it 1s essentlal to realize that satisfaction
is not solely dependent on what the worker has done in the
past or is presently doing. As a matter of fact, an Air
Force study of separating pllots indicated general satisfac-
tion with past and current assignments.(111:5) This apparent
paradox is partially explained by the concept of expectancy,
which asserts that Job satisfaction is linked directly to
both the worker's expectations and his perceptions.( 2 :140)
Essentially, people are satisfied if they think their job
will lead to outcomes to which they attach a high value. Thus,
the worker (or pilot) must have a ressonable expectation that
his future in the Job will lead to increased (or at least not
decreased) satisfaction. This, in turn, is heavily depen-
dent upon his perceptions (which may differ from reality):
perceptions both of what is likely to transpire in the way of
changing assignments and also perceptions of the value of the
job itself.

It is especially significant that goals be perceived
as attainable. As Maslow notes, unattainable goals breed frus-
tration which manifests itself in the form of rationalization,
regression, fixation, and ultimately, resignation. ( 11:5)
This observation entails an insidious implication: when goal
frustration results, 1t is cften the best workers who, due to
their ability and self-confidence, are most likely to leave
the organization. The less qualified worker, frustrated, yet
unsure of his own abilitv to compete in the Jjob market, is more
likely to continue in service, but raduce his level of effort.

14
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Air Force surveys, as well as numerous informal opine
ions, seem to support the correlation between Jjob satisfaction
and retention.( 83:xiv; 94:5; 95:84-85) Nevertheless, this
correlation is subject to other influences., It is especially
important to note that satisfaction is a relative rather than
an absolute concept. It is relative to changing conditions
and expectations over time and to perceptions of other oppor-
tunities at'any time. One recent study of Air Force junior
officers concluded that the existence of alternate Jjob oppor-
tunity acts aa an intervening variable between job satisfac-
tion and retention.( 74:100-102) The apparent correlation

“between USAF pilot attrition and airline hiring lends credence

to this observation.

Almost all modern researchers recognize the paramount
significance of the worker's job in producing satisfaction
and sustaining motivation. Hackman and Oldham concluded that
five variables define the "motivating potential" of a job:
skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy,
and feedback from the job.( 2:240) These factors were an-
alyzed in a 1978 study of ATC instructor pilots,(33 :32-37)
most assigned to cockpit duties. The results indicated a
moderately high level of overall job satisfaction, with T-38
IP's indicating above most normative values. Douglas McGregor
notes that unless work provides the opportunity to satisfy

higher level needs, the workers will feel deprived. He cautions

that 1f management attempts to cope with such deprivation
through monetary rewards alone, “hen '"people will make insis-
tent demands for more money."( 1 :308-309)

Ironically, while most Air Force pilots indicate a
high degree of satisfaction with thelr current jobs, their
perceptions of the future are not so bright. A DOD survey of
498 pilots in 1972 indicated that, while satisfaction with

15

s do Ny

SaXiddtin o,

* L e G

e L i SR, e K8

i el




TR T ST RN, P T S A

previous Jjobs was high, expectations for continued satis-
faction in future assignments were dismal. It is also inter-
esting to note that approximately 70 percent of those pilots
separating said they "planned to seek a job with commercial
airlines."( 20:3) In other words, they sought fundamentally
the same Jjob they were leaving. While the disparity in pay
and benefits between airline pilots and military pilots is
significant, this factor was not given as the main rcason for
separation.* Rather, most separating pilots perceived that
their future in the Alr Force entailed both a reduced oppor-
tunity to remain in the cockpit and an anticipated “ecline

in the personal satisfaction derived from military aviation.
This latter factor, it should be noted, derives from per-
ceptions that the pilot's authority is increasingly being
circumscribed by over-centralization of authority and insuf-

ficient or poor quality proficiency flight tralning. ( 7&--;
10—y 11%2211)

JOb Satisfaction and Its Effects

Surveys of pilots (as well as other officers) lend
support to Herzberg's motivator - hyglene concept. Person-
nel surveyed consistently listed the following factors as
providing satisfaction in their jobs: the Jjob itself, achieve-
ment and recognition, responsibility, and advancement. These
factors are equally important among iNavy aviators as well.
Based upon a study of Naval pilots' attitudes, one writer
concludes that "through the content of his Jjob, his intrinsic

needs for challenge, achilevement, and excitement will be
filled." ( 587:209)

#However, it should be noted that the issue of pay and benefits,
especlally in comparison to those of commercial airlines, has

been listed as the major dissatisfier in some recent studies.
(20:3; 21 :3)
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According to most motivational theorists, satisfac-
tion results essentially from a perceived correlation bew
tween a person's values, needs, and goals on one hand; and
reality, his Eerceétioh of reality, and his expectations on
the other., Thus, the question arises, does the current Air
Force personnel system of managing pilots serve to enhance
or reduce this correlation?

To answer thls question, it is first necessary to
ask why young men and women become military pilots in the
first place. Naturally, the reasons as well as their rela-
tive importance, differ from person to person. %“Yhile reasons
vary from patriotism to pay and benefits, surveys have indic-
ated that the preeminent reason is the Jjob itself -~ a strong
desire to fly.( 67:199; 77:--;111:5) Moreover, a sizeable

majority (73 percent in one survey)( 39:3) indicate an initial

intent to serve at least 20 years. In fact, fewer than 20
percent of Air Force officers actually remain until the 20-
year retirement point.

Most theorists have placed considerable emphasis upon
achievement and growth as factors bearing on motivation and
Job satisfaction. In the case of military pilots, these
objectives can be realized through one or both of two avenues,
each job-related. First, and in all cases during a pilot's
early years of service, he may "grow in the Jjob;" that is,
he may continually refine his skills as a pilot. Typically,
a pilot's initial six years might include transition into one
or more different aircraft, progressively more challenging
responsibilities as he gains experience and the trust of his
supervisors, (e.g. = upgrade to aircraft commander or flight-
lead, and participation in more challenging missions), an
opportunity to pass on his newly-acquired expertise as an
instructor nilot, and flizht-related, non-flying supervisory
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responsibilities. 1In short, his initial period of service
provides ample opportunity for motivation through growth,
achievement, recognition, and responsibility. Wwhile these
early years provide little opportunity for managerial or
supervisory responsibility, this doesn't seem to act as a
dissatisfier, since expectations in this regard are initially
low.* Since his first two promotions are virtually assured,
there is little correlation between his performance as a
pllct and his advancement wlthin the managerial hierarchy
of the organization. In other words, he functions to a
limited degree, as a speclalist in a "dual-track" organization.
As the pllot nears the end of his initial six years,
e second motivational avenue opens to him: he can seek in-

creased responsibilities gpart from those directly related

to flying. Such opportunities might include additional duties

within his squadron, staff dutles at wing or perhaps major
command level, or in unusual cases, supervisory responsibility
as a flight commander. Additionally, as the young pilot ap-
proaches the six year point, he normally enjoys the opportun-
ity to '"change horses" and enter a non-rated career field
through the rated supplement. The officer who aspires to
raplid advancement and ultimate senior management frequently
seeks to leave the cockpit, at least tempofarily, at this
point in his career. For officers who seek career broaden-
ing, relatively rapid advancement, and diverse job responsibil-
ities, the Air Force would appear to offer a high probability
of fulfilling these aspirations. (51 :Ch 7)

*Because the Alr Force initially promotes officers (to 0-2 and
0-3) on a "fully-qualified" rather than a "best-qualified"
basis at fixzed points in thelr careers, officers' expectations
are nore clearly defined than for later years and promotions.
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. Unfortunately, it is the pilot whose motivation arises
primarily from flying itself who encounters a potential source
of dissatisfaction at the 6 to ll-year point. It is at this
point that he is confronted with the dilemma of attempting to
stay in the cockpit "at all costs" (which is often impossible
anyway due to staff and rated supplement requirements), USAF
promotion board results consistently indicate the premium
placed upon career broadening, and those whose cockpit tenure
is unbroken for too long frequently find themselves passed
over for promotion to major or lieutenant colonel. This factor
will be examined more closely in the following section.

While much evidence tends to support the contention
that Jjob satiafaction 13 primarily dependent upon intrinsic,
Job-related féctors, few would contend that extrinsic, situation-
al factors are unimportant. Herzberg concludes that such ex-
trinsic factors are incapable of providing the worker with a
vasic sense of satisfaction since "it is only from the perform-
ance .of a task that the individual can get the rewards that
will reinforce his aspirations."( 6 :114) However, several
other researchers have disputed Herzberg's findings. Lawler,
for instance, argues that overall Jjob satisfaction is deter-
mined by 'the difference bhetween all the things a person feels
ne should receive (both intrinsic and extrinsic) from his job
and all the things he actually does receive."( 20:77) Further-
rmore, a significant factor in determining what a person feels
he should receive is his assessment of the perceived relation-

..........

within and outside of the organization. This factor has pos-
sibly precipitated increased Air Force attrition as the rather
significant disparity between commercial and military aviators
has recelved continual emphasis both in the press and by word-
of mouth. ilost »ilots admit to some degree of dissatisfaction
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when they meet a former military pilot of their own year group
who, having become a commerclal pillot, 1s now making consider- ;
ably more money and usually working fewer hours., ( 35:138) g
In a study of Air Force officers (both rated and non- |
reted), Vrooman concluded that Job satisfaction is primarily % 1
dependent upon job challenge = wvhether the work scene stimulates
the mind and abilities or is boring and uninteresting.'"( 95:85)
, An interesting phenonmenon emerges when pllots express their
relative degres of joo satisrfaction and motivation in the k
combat environment of Southeast Asia as opposed to today!'s i :
peacetime Ailr Force. Despite the significant extrinsic dif- } :
ferences in favor of the current situation (better living con- : |
ditions, shorter hours, less danger, less family separation,
more pay), it has been the author's observation that virtually
'all pllots indicate a higher degree of satisifaction in the
combat environment. The explanation, as they are gquick to
point out, was the sense of satisafaction they derived from
. actually performing the mission for which all their previous
efforts had been intended. This is perhaps the best example
of the relative importance of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards
as they apply to Air Force pilots,
Lawler analyzed the efforts of several researchers
and concluded that total job satisfaction is, in fact, depen-
dent upon extrinsic rewards as well as intrinsic rewards.( 9:112-147)
He cautions, however, that an organization must exercise ex-
treme care in tylng extrinsic rewards such as pay and pro-
motion to job performance in order to avoid certain dysfunc-
tional results. Although extrinsic factors appear capable
of inducing a certain level of satisfaction in workers,most
Alr Force-sponsored studies have indicated that such factors
§ as pay, promotions, assignment policy, and working hours/con-
ditions are far more likely to be mentioned in a negative
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senge than a positive one. The following chapter will
examine those fectors which are perceived as a source of
dissatisfaction within the organization.

SUMMARY

This chapter has reviewed some of the literature
concerning Jjob satisfaction and motivation and discussed
its application %o Air Force pilots.,

According to most behavioral theorists, satisfac-
tion and motivation are not synonymous, nor is one a pre=-
requisite for the other, Satisfaction, on one hand, is
oriented on the past and the present. It results from
the attainment of rewards, both those Lﬁtrinsic to the
Job itself, such as responsibility, achievement, and re-
cognition, and those gﬁ;rinsic to the job, such as pay
and benefits, security, and working conditions. The sat-
isfaction of these needs does not necessarily produce
motivation, which is oriented more towards the future.

Motivation results from the expectation of sat-
isfaction and the importance of the expected outcome.
Since a fulfilled need no longer motivates behavior, ex-
trinsic rewards, such as compensation, are inherently
poor motivators. On the other hand, the intrinsic rewards
associated with the job itself are capable not only of

producing Jjob satisfaction, but long-term motivation as
well,

Numerous surveys have supported the application
of these theories to Air Force pilots. These pilots, like
all individuals, express different needs, and different
motivations. Likewlse, they derive varying degrees of
satisfaction or motivation from the same stimuli. In line
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with Herzberp's two-factor theory, pilots'! complaints
result primarily from extrinsic factors, while their
motivation is derived from the Jjobs themselves. Flying
appears especially important to the young aviator, While
Job satisrfaction is positively correlated with retention,

many pilots are separating who express a high degree of

past Job satisfaction. Their concerns are oriented on

the future--a continuing erosion of pay and benefits,
the declining security associated with "up-or-out" policies,

and undesireble essignments which remove them from fly-
‘ing duty.

Since different individuals have different sources
of satisfaction and motivation, a dual-track system pro-
vides an opportunity for each individual to pursue the
career path most likely to maximize his own satisfaction,
Those '‘pilots whose motivation stems primarily from their
love of flying would have a new course of action open to
them besides the airlines or Alr Force Reserve, By the
same token, such a system would enhance basic security

by alleviating the current threat to the specialist posed
by the up-or-out system.

At the same time, dual-track should "lock" these
specialists into a caréer path in which promotion, the

Alr Force's traditional measure of achievement, was severe-

ly limited. Some of the ramifications regarding general-

ists, such as decreased flying opportunity and increcased
assignment turbulence, might also prove less satisfying.
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) CHAPTER III
E 3 DISSATISFACTION AND ITS EFFECTS

Just as satisfaction exerts a direct effect on ]
retention, the '"other side of the coin," dissatisfaction, '
seems directly related to attrition. Lawler noted that
dissatisfaction causes turnover for two reasons:

DR, baar i i

vss(1) 1t causes people to search their en- } g
vironment for more attractive alternatives, and S
(2) it influences the degree to which people feel C G

their Jobs will provide in the future the rewards
they desire.( 9 :101)

The dissatisfaction most often expressed by Air Force
pilots seems related to the following factors: i
) (1) Job context vice content (i.e. - Herzberg's L
hygienic factors, | |

(2) perceptions of equity, and ‘ :
_ (3) the trend of expectations versus aspirations, i |
- Job Context Versus Content :

Job context has numerous manifestetions, frequently
expressed in pilot surveys. Lt. Gen. Andrew P. Iosue, Deputy
Chief of Staff, Manpower and Personnel, recently listed "five
dominant reasons pilots leave the service'" based on surveys
of exiting pilots: 1nadequate compensation, dissatisfaction ,
with the Air Force way of life in general, famlly separations, | :
long hours, and lack of a say in futute assignments,(21 :3) S
Virtually all of these factors may be considered as hygienic :
(in Herzberg's terms), in that the& are extrinsic, or related
to job context, rather than intrinsic to the job itself. Herz-
} . berg maintains that,while improving hygenic factors will 1
: serve to remove impediments to Job satisfaction, such action ' %
is incapable of actually promoting a positive attitude of Job | :
satisfaction.( 6 :113<114) Other researchers predominantly :
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have concurred with Herzberg's premise. M., Scott Myers
conducted a six-year study of employee motivation which
reinforced Herzberg's conclusions, Myers, like Herzberg,
noted that hyglenic and motivational factors, though differw
! § ent, are still closely intertwined., A worker tends to

o ignore negative peripheral factors such as wages, work-

ing conditions, supervisor relations, and status symbols
when he finds his Jjob a motivating one. However, Myers
points out, he finds these same factors strongly dissat-

isfying '"when his opportunities for meaningful achlievement
are eliminated (36 : 31 )
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These conclusions are also o
supported by the oft-repeated observation that "morale is b
highest when conditions are at their worst." Implicit in
this statement however, is the requirement that the in-

dividual in question be motivated by (and usually committed
to) his job or task itself,

R R L
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Such conditions are most often observed fn the
combat environment.

Camatt

Adolf Galland, Commander of Luftwaffe
Fighter Forces in Vorld War II, noted that even in Gernany's

| darkest hours, morale among pilots remained high.( 4 :211,
234,297)

PIPRES SN R

S.L.A Marshall also observed the willingness of
soldiers to accept hardshin and privation in battle and

1 bt

stated that "those who respect history will deem it beyond
argument that belief in a cause 1s the foundation of the
aggressive will in battle."( 10:162) Similarly, Robert M.
Ford, in his classic study of motivation among AT&T employees,

noted that "a zood job situation may olffset bad maintenance f ;
or surrounding factors."

RS PSS N

He goes on to say that "when the 1 i
environment is at its worst, employee parformance 1s usually : ;
at its bestM( 3 :98)

It is not accurate, however, to ascribe unanimity f 3

to the acceptance of Herzherg's theories. Ondrack, in
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relating hyglene factors to liaslow's lowerworder needs, ]
maintains that they are only significant in determining P
an individual's "base line" for Job satisfaction. Given !
that such a base line is maintained, then "motivators are :
clearly dominant as sources of both dissatisfaction and | é
: satisfaction."( 37:79-89) Capt. Thomas N. Thompson, in a ;
1975 study of USAF Job satisfaction reached a similar o
conclusion, "that the major factors defining the most )
satisrged groups are exactl§'the same as those that define

s o

T S T

the least satisfied groups."(94 :132) Nevertheless, current
L surveys appear to contradict this conclusion, at least
? among professional and white-collar groups.
; . Several researchers, among them Keith Davis, Edgar

Schein, Chris Argyris, have noted that Herzberg's two-

factor theory is applicable to workers at the upper end
- of the employment spectrum In white-collar occupations. A :
- variety of surveys of USAF personnel have continually re- ? %
: affirmed 1its appicability within the Air Force. For in- :
é.l stance, the Air Training Command Survey of Rated Instruc-
g tors conducted in September 1973, concluded that "there was
? no one fector readily apparent for early separation." Rather,
it was determined,lthe "separation reason" was a composite
of a number of factors: Job security, assignment satis-
faction, benefits erosion, confidence in management, low P
concern for the individual ,aircrew authority not commensur- }
ate with responsibility, work schedule, institutional commite - §
ments, family acceptance, and alternate job availapbility.(83 :1-13)
Similarly, both a 1978 study of iilitary Airlift Command rescue
pilots ( 90:14-15) and the 1978 TAC Aircrew foncerns Con- ]
ference (117:all) revealed similar sources of discontent, o]

The importance of perceptions of an organization's

extrinsic rewards structure is not easily overstated. Lawler
concludes that extrinsic-reward dissatisfaction leads to the
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same negative effect as total Jjob satisfaction (absenteeism,
turnover, strikes, poor health) and ultimately to total job
dissatisfaction itself.( 9:141-142) This observation is
reinforced in the Air Force by the fact that a ma jority of
exiting pilcts malntain that they enjoyed their jobs.(100~-)
The existence and significance of dissatisfiers or
career irritants has not gone unnoticed by the Air Force,
the Department of Defense, or the Congress. In fact, such
extrinsic factors are,by their very nature, easier to recog-
nize and to address than their intrinsic counterparts. If
it were not for the existence of double-digit inflation,
fiscal conservatism, and the fact that personnel-related
expenditures already consume a disproportionate share of the
DOD budget, extrinsic factors such as pay and benefits would
be amenable to rapld solution. Nevertheless, considerable
resources and managerial effort have been expended to improve
the overall '"quality of Air Force life." Without question,
this quality ﬁgg improved over the past five years or so
in an absolute sense. The eaptain with 4 years service in
1975 received a total reguler military compensatiorn (RMNC)
of $18,006., Today, as a captain with 9 years service, his
RMC is $24,743 &~ an increase of $6,737 or 37 percent. At
the same time, his tours have become more stable, his remote
tours are fewer and farther between, his promotion opportun-
ity to major and lieutenant colonel has improved, his hours
are shorter, and his additional duties have been reduced.
If this is true (and it generally is), why then has pilot
attrition more than doubled in the same time frame? Three
factors serve to at least partially explain this seeming
paradox: perceptions of equity, the increasing disparity
bpetween aspirations and expectations, and not surprisingly,
the ready availability of alterna*te employment.
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the perception of general equity with relevant groups,

and the perception of reciprocal‘institutional commitment
within the Air Force. While these factors represent
differing motivations and are not always linked in their
effect on USAF pilots, they both exert a direct impact

on an individual's perception of equity — fair recognition
and reward for his labors.

There is a considerable sentiment, espscially in
the media, the Congress, and non-defense sectors of the
executive branch that military pilots have little to com-
plain about financially, Critics of flight pay increases
generally cite two factors to support their positions:
the significant pay increases (both basic pay and aviation
incentive pay) which have occurred in the past 6-~10 years,
and comparisons with other workers at large which indicate
that military officers and pilots are in the upper seg-
ment of total compensation (usually including perguisites .
and the 20-year retirement system). While both of these
contentions are undeniably true, the question then arises —
are they relevant?

Two factors serve to mitigate the impact of pay
increases received during the past 10 years — inflation
and the time frame in question. Since the Arab o0il embargo
of 1973, '"double-digit inflation!" has entered our le:xicon.
Although its impact has affected the paychecks of all
workers, military members and other federal employees have
found themselves at the forefront of the inflationary battle
with "pay caps" an annual occurance. Since 1972, average
military basic pay has been eroded by nearly 20 percent( 87:
31; 38%4) A 1978 study by the Rand Corporation concluded
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that '"the fundamental revisions needed to bring military
compensation policy in line with the needs of the post-
draft environment have been notably absent."( 80:58) The
military member's perception of inequity has been exacer-
bated by the media's coverage of pay increases - on one

hand the series of federal 'pay caps" (normally well below
the rate of inflation), and on the other hand, the typically
large pay increases of organized labor. The fact that the

. latter group's pay ralses are not typical of workers at

large does little to dispel the péréeptidh of inequity.

The time frame is also significant regarding fine
ancial comparisons. When the concept of "comparability"
(wvith the civilian workforce) was initiated in 1968, military
pay increased significantly in a relatively short period of
time. Fay raises continued unabated through 1972, For the
reriod 1968 through 1872, military basic pay increased at
an average annual rate of 10.9 percent, well in excess of

inflation. However, during the period 1973 through 1978,
the average annual pay increase was only 6.4 percent, a
fact more pronounced because of the double-digit inflation
of most of that period.( 58:95) Significantly, most of the
young pilots leaving the service today in the 6 to ll;year
group entered service after 1972, and for all pilots, the
memories of the past 7 years are certainly more vivid than
those of the preceeding 5 years. Consequently, the finan-
clial comparisons which form the strongest perceptions among
service members are pot based on the pre-1968 time frame,
but rather of the past three to five years. Even more
significant is the subject of whicih comparisons are most
valid.

Most economists, congressrsn, and external oObser-
vers tend to compare the payv and benefits of military pilots
to those of a large heterogeneous :xternal group, such as
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soclety at large, college graduates, or white-collar vorkers.
' However, in theilr study of Stanford business graduates,
researchers Thomas and Margaret Harrell concluded that "Jjob
dissatisfaction can (probably) be related to declining pay
relative to their contemporaries - even though the absclute

;
@
8

| : pay increasede62 :7) Similarly, the comparative focus of

most military members is also much narrower. Not surpris- P
ingly, and like most other occupational grouvs, it tends :
to concentrate on that group which represents the primary k2

3

: |

? : occupatbional alternative « for military pilots, the air-
3 lines, Although this external identification 1s recognized -

; (and remunerated) in the case of military doctors, it has
] been ignored as it pertains to pilots,

3 As a point of comparison, consider the USAF pilot

StasSuus Bimein A i el S £

3 who, as a captain with eight years of service, makes Just
P over $26,000/year. Though well above the ration's over-

all median income, it is hardly half tie salary an airline
(O 727 first officer would be making at the eight-year point
' ($52,920).(105:-=) UWhile a significant disparity has al- L3
most always existed between rilitary and commercial pilots, : é

recent changes in the factors of both supply and demand §
(fewer military pilots being produced, more civilian pilots
required) have made this a more viable alternative and thus

ST | R R O A I

have accorded it increased "visibility'" among USAF pilots. f
This has been further reinforced by the increased contact :
between military pilots and their former associates who P

have left the service but return to tout the virtues of
their decision to change employers. Despite the lncreased

S e i

notice which USAF pilots have taken of airline compensation,
‘ their overall perception of equity is not based solely on
external financial comparisons.

A BRI e L T

Of perhaps equal significance is the perception of

E ‘ many of these pilots of a degree of inequity within the
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Alr Force - that is, a lack of reciprocal institutional

] commitment on the part of the Air Force (and its parent,

% the Federal Government) toward the individual AF member.

§ " (76 t==; 77t==; 83:74) At the heart of this problem is
the inevitable conflict between the needs of the organiza- )

. tion and those of the individual. It is this conflict 3
which creates discord regarding the "up-or-out'system, {
the controlled OER, the promotion system, assignment pol-
icies, additional duty requirements and so forth. Thus, E
the same USAF promotion system which generally selects 3
highly qualiflied senior managers, at the same time pro- A
duces certain negative side effects, such as those des-
cribed by the Defense and Manpower Commission:

bbb e 2 Tertodli, At

This conmplete management system 1s based upon an
arbitrary failure rate that will insure flowing
people through the system at a guaranteed rate.

It is "failure" oriented, and a stigma 1s cast upon i
the person who 1s adversely affected by this ar- !
bitrary rate.(58 :14)
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) Behavioral theorists have criticized bureaucratic |
systems 1n much the same manner, Harry Levinson had the

¢ following criticism for "rigid structures based on the
i military model":

While the bureaucratic structure, with its
heavy emphasis on internal competition for power
and position, is often touted as a device for .
achievement, 1t is actually a system for defeat. 4
Fewer people move up the pyramidal hierarchy at Do
g each step. This leaves a residual group of fall-

; ' ures, often euphemistically called "career people,"
who thereafter are passed over for future pro-
motions because they have not succeeded in the
competition for managerial positions.( 34:74)

Much recent criticism within the military of govern-
nment policy has centered around the concept of an individual's :
"implied contract with the government.,’ Major Thomas R. O
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Mikolajcik addresses this topic at some length and cites
recent changes or proposed changes to time-in-grade ro-
quirements, retirement schedules, the avallabilities and
cost of medical care, post-retirement "double-dipping,"
and annual pay increases as evidence to support his con-

tention that 'the institutional commitment to the individual

can always change (while) the individual's commitment to
the government is irrevocable,"( 87:19-21) Several
studies have supported the existence of thils perception

among USAF pilots and its impact on retention. Harrell and

Rhame noted it in their analysis of ATC instructor pilots;
(83 :74) 1t was raised at the 1978 TAC Aircrew Concerns
Conference;(117:52-56) and it has been repeatedly listed
by exiting alrcrewmen as a source of discontent.(100:-.)
In order for USAF pilots to accept their employment as
"not Jjust a Job, but a way of life," as Air Force leaders
have enjoined them to do, it becomes essential for them

to perceive the existence of a reciprocal commitment to-
ward them on the part of the instition,

In reviewing almost any recent survey of Alr Force
pilots, one is struck by the observation that, while most
of those surveyed expressed a relatively high degree of
past and present overall satisfaction, their expectations
of the: future were noticeably less bright.* In a society
such as ours which places a premium on future value (3 la

*Jee 1979 Officer EZxit Survey, 1980 CGSC USAF Student Survey ,

1978 MAC Rescue Survey, and 1879 TAC Aircrew Survey.
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Judeo~Christian work ethic), the adverse impact which
this belief exerts on retention is hardly surprising. The
explanation of this apparent paradox lies in the percep-
tions of today's pilot force of an adverse trend which
serves to 1ncréase the gap between their aspirations and
their expectations. This perception acts to undermine
the professionalism and esprit of the pilot force and to
facilitate the development of a climate of pessimism,
frustration, and cynicism. In fact, this trend of declin-
ing career satisfaction is a composite of many factors.
For purposes of analysis, they can be grouped into three
areas: pay and benefits, advancement and status, and

Job satisfaction. In the following paragraphs, each of
these areas will be exarnined in turn. '

Pav and Benefits

The significance of this factor is underscored
by the priority which it is accorded in current surveys.
General Iosue noted in Congressional testimony that
57 percent of exiting pilots in 1979 listed inadequate
compensation as '"the major reason for getting out."( 21:3)
Several factors combine to create a negative perception of
pay and benefits, even though they continue to increase in
an absolute sense.

One of the underlying components of dissatisfation
regarding pay and benefits is probably the level of aspira-
tions formed early in the careers of most pilots. Several
factors combine to produce what might be unrealistically
high expectations during the early years of a pilot's
career. Although the initial pay as a newly commissioned
lieutenant is relatively low, it increases frequently and
dramatically. During the first six years of service, the
officer receives zleven »zy increases in addition to any
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cost of living adjustments or other legislated pay
increases,.Iwo of these are the result of promotion (to
first lieutenant and captain), four are "longevity" in-
creases at the two, three, four, and six-year points, and
the remaining five are the initiation of and incremental
increases in flight incentive pay in accordance with

the Aviation Career Incentive Act (ACIA). The net increase
(under October 1979 pay rates) is $1020/month, an increase of
92 percent. It is also significant that the young pilot's
pay at this point tends to compare favorably with his
contemporaries in the civilian world. However, after six
years of service, the rate of increase slackens appreciably.
During the subsequent six years of service, the officer-
pilot has only four raises to look forward to: three for
longevity and édééiﬁiy'one promotion — near the end of that
second six-year period. The total of these railses is cur.
rently $353, an increase over the 6-year point of only

16 percent,

The second factor 1s the additional and ever-increas-
ing cost associated with relocation. The frequency of re-
assignment among the pilot force imposes a significant
financial burden both in terms of direct moving expenses
and in terms of the costs of buying and selling 2 house.

Tiwe latter factor has placed the civilian residence almost
out of reach of the young officer, a fact that is signifi-
cant in emotional as well as financial terms. Officers

who sell their homes and remain out of the "housing market"
due to overseas assignment or acceptance of on-bdase quarters
quickly find themselves unable to purchase a home of com-
parable 1lity to the one sold a year or two previously.
.ven arnong those who remain "in the market," there are
numerous instances where officers, reassigned to a previous
base, are unable to repurchase their previously owned home.
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Ihflation, like housing, affects all Americans;
however, it too deserves mention for its contribution to
officers' declining financial expectations., The truly
important consideration here is less the level of infla-
tion than its trend. In the absence of effective cost-
of-living wage increases, the pilot perceives that he 1is
falling further and further behind, it being difficult
to maintain, far less increase, his standard of living.

The final component of financial dissatisfaction
is closely tied to inflation. It 1s the perception of
stagnating beneflt increases, discussed previously for
its contribution to perceptions of equity. Gen. David
C. Jones recently statecd that "military pay lagged com=-
parable civilian pay by 7 to 19 percent, while military
disposable income has declined by 11.5 percent to 22.3
percent since 1972."( 33:3)

Advancement and Status

Lawler notes that "...an organization that relies
on prom~tion as its major reward can get into difficulty
because Oof 1ts poor flexibility."( g :132) He explains
that the difficulty of tying promotion directly to per-
formance is that performance at lower-level Jjobs may be
a poor indicator of potential for higher-level responsi-
bilities. This same factor i1s also the crux of the pro-
blem (or "principle") which Dr. Lawrence Peter has lent
his name to. Hersey and Blanchard state that the "anti-
Peter Principle vaccine" is ".,.the careful selection of
people whose personality and expectations are appropriate
for the new Job, instead of having upward mobility depend
only on good performance at the preceeding level."( 5 :131)

The perceptions of self-esteem held by any worker
are related both to his status within the organization and
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that external to it. In the Air Force, the former is
determined primarily by rank and position, the latter by
these factors coupled with financial '"success" and the
perceived level of public esteem in which his profession
is held. As with pay and benefits, pilots today perceive
an unfavorable trend regarding their status both within
and beyond the Air Force,

Also as with pay and benefits, it is likely that
dissatisfaction within the service has its roots in un-
realistically high expectations created by the pace of
early promotions, A 1976 USAF study indicated that 855
percent of the officers surveyed expected to retire in
the grade of O0=6 or higher, when, at the time, the cumu-
lative opportunity was only 28 percent.( 53 :15) The
"pace" of promotions also slows over time. Vhereas the
newly commissioned officer transitions from cadet (either
USAFA, ROTC, or OTS) to second lieutenant, to first lieu-
tenant, and then to captain within a span of four years;
the subsequent pace is much slower, the average time to
major currently being almost 12 years of service., This
perception has been exacerbated by the decision to increase
promotion opportunity to major to 90 percent, a fact which
not only has extended the time required for promotion,
but may also serve to '"cheapen'" the value of the goal
once attained.

Although rank is also a component of an officer's
status outside the Air Force, it is in most cases secondary
to financial considerations and overall public esteen,
While pay and benefits have already been discussed at some
length, it should be noted that these factors alsoc help to
determine a person's status in today's society. The impact
of inflation and frequency of relocation on housing has
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also been discussed; however, it is relevant to the current
topic to note that the house is typlcally the most visible
of status symbols. This factor can also affect the pilot's
sense of equity as well as self-esteem, as he finds him-
self increasingly living in '"blue-collar" neighborhoods or
apartments rather than alongside airline pilots, lawyers,
corporate executives, and other "white-collar" or profes-
sional workers. '

More Iinsidious, but equally important, is the per-
celved anti-militarism of the Vietnam era which continues
to exist today. This attitude, reflected in campus pro-
tests, strident editorials in the media, and both Congres-
sionsl words and budgetary deeds; has unquestionably affected
self-esteem in all branches and at all levels of our arnmed
forces. In this area alone have recent events seemed to
reverse the trend of declining expectations. Vhile events
in Afghanistan and Iran certainly have tragic international
implications, it may at least be hoped that they have
served to regwaken the American public tb the need for an
effective military. At this point however, it is too early
to tell.

Job Satisfaction
The topic of Job satisfaction is possibly the most
significant factor regarding the discrepancies between

aspirations and expectations, for as Maslow noted, it is
Job satisfaction which has the greatest potential for mot-
ivation, The fact that this topic does not appear on many
survey-produced lists of career dissatisfiers is hardly
cause for discounting its importance. As Herzberg and
others have noted, and as discussed previously in this
paper, expressed dissatisfaction tends-to focus on hygienic
factors rather than on Job-related intrinsic factors., This




is all the more interesting in light of expressed survey
comments expressing a generally high level of satisfaction
with past Jobs, Nevertheless, many comments would appear
to 1nd19ate that there i3 a ¢lear disparity between what
pllot~officers desire in their jobs and what they perceive
, as‘likelz to occur. For instance, while 75 percent of
exiting pilots in 1979 expressed overall satisfaction
with past assignments, 54 percent listed "unsatisfactory
future assignments" as a mejor contributor to their sep~ .
aration decision, (100 :--) The fundamental cause of their
concerns may be subdivided into two components == those
related to flying and those related to Job responsibility
and challenge. ,

Since the innate appeal of military flying is
almost invariably one of the major reasons a prospective
pllot Joins the Air Force, 1t is not surprisinz that his
initial expectations are quite high., The early years of
the young pillot's career are conducive to sustaining these
expectations, probably including a series of relatively
rapld progressions into new éircraft, new flight positions,
and ever more challenging missions. TFor those whose in-
itial flying years included a combat tour, an acdditional
element of motivation was present. However, after five
or six years, many pllots perceive their futures as less
bright, frequently because the current personnel system
will shortly assign them to non-flying duties. Vhile this
aspect has been discussed previously, there are also other
contributors to the perception of declining satlisfaction
of flying. For one thing, there has been a more or less
continous decline in the quantity of flying as fuel and
maintenance costs increase and flight simulators assune a
proportionately greater role in flight proficiency training.
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Additional problems associated with phasing new generation
aircraft into the inventory have compounded this problem,
especially in fighter units. Vhatever the reasons, the
end result has been to decrease the aversge monthly flying ;
time in fighter units from 30 to 40 hours, typlicael in the
days of the Vietnam War,to less than 20 hours per month

in most units. Compounding the impact of this decrease

is the fact that younger, less experienced pllote are

often affected disproportionately due to unit and MAJCOM
supervisory flying requirements, especlally in poor weather

areas such as Zurope.,

tYhile decreases in the quantity of flying are
largely indisputable, decreases in its guality are per-
ceptual and thus, not so easily suvstantiated, Neverthe=-
less, the perception appears to be held by many, at least’
in the tactical forces, that the primary focus has shifted
from realistic training and combat effectiveness to "safety
first." For a time after US withdrawal from SEA, each
aircraft accident seemed to produce an additional constraint.
Recent years seem to have witnessed a reversal of this
trend as Generals Roberts in ATC and Dixon and Creech in
TAC have pushed "realistic training," the most notable
outgrowth of which has been "Red Flag," designed to pro-
vide an alrcrew's "first ten combat missions." Yet, many
wing commanders have restricted participation of less
experienced pilots in Red Flag in the hope of reducling the
high accldent rate associated with that program. The
often-applied "catch 22" restriction that "jyou can't do it
until you've done it" serves to limit participation in the
"petter" missions and exercises to the most experienced
aircrews. The net result of these factors has lec to a
widespread perception that the challenge and fun of flying
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is declining., Interestingly, many of these same pilots

perceive that flying conducted by the Air National Guard

or Air Force Reserves i3 less restricted and nore enjoy-

able, For instan&é, while 71 percent of respondents to

a 1978 survey of ATC instructors said they would accept

e commercial airlines Jjob if offered, 77 percen% vould ;

still like to fly with the Guard or Reserves.( g3:154-155)

The accuracy of those perceptions is dubious, but they

still appear to be held by a significant number of pilotsz.*
More pronounced and possivly mere significant e |

than the perceived decline in the quality and quantity of

flying is the perception that overall Jjob satisfaction is

also on the decline, It is not limited to pilots; declining ;

Job satisfaction affects officers in the middle manage- }

ment whether or not they are rated. Author and c¢olumnist

Vard Just refers to'"the tiger problem ... how do you get :

an innovative, aggressive man through the middle manage-

ment of the Army, where life can be vary, very dull?"

( 8 :228) This observation seems to span a large segment
of the Air Force orfficer corps reflecting a variety of
beckgrounds and ranks, For instance, in & survey of Air
Force najors at the Army Command and General Stalf College
(CGSC), while 92 percent stated that they had been sat-
isfied with thelr last Jjob, only 67 percent expected their

*These observations and conclusions, &as well as those pertain-
ing to the declining quality of flying cerive primarily fronm

a' series of informal interviews of highly experienced fighter
pllots stationed at Eglin AFE,FL and HNellis AF3,NV. The
results represent the author's conclusions and are not formally
documented. They do however, appesar substantiated in part by.
frequent letters and edivorials in Air Force ilagazine and The
Air Force Times.(For instance, see( 87 :190-199))
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their next Job to be equally satisfying.(77:--) Similarly, while

7% percent of separating pilots (in 1979) expressed sat-
isfaction with past duty assignments, 54 percent listed
"ungatisfactory future assignments" as a major reason for
separating.(100:--) The underlying cause of these percep-
tions stems from several sources. Changes in the work
environment (extrinsic or hygienic factors) have been
discussed previously. VWhile these factors are nost incon-
sequential in determining overall Job satisfaction, this
section will only address those aspects of the job itself
which might contribute to the perceived decline.

An earliler study of Jjob satisfaction in the Air
Force concluded that "job satisfaction is primarily de-
perident on job challenge..."( 95:85) This is in line with
the theories of human motivation posited by Herzberg,
licGregor, Argyris and others. Lawler went even further,
descrivbing four "core values" (variety, autonomy, task
identity, and feedback) necessary for providing 'meaningrul
personal satisfaction."( 9:158-170) At present, there
are several trends at work which are perceived to reduce
these factors and thus the inherent satisfaction of a Jjob.

Two of these trends are preeminent: the ilncreasing central-

ization of managemenf, and overtraining/underutilizing
personnel.

Centralization of management is a trend which has
been facilitatec by data aubomation and impgroved communi-
cations, not to mention the physical centralization made
possible by budgetary constraints and the past seven years
of peace., LlIow, it is all too easy for a wing commander or
deputy commander for operations to personnaly direct oper-
ations formerly controlled by the squadron commander or the

supervisor of flying. 2y the same token, flight commanders
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in many squadrons find that they are "commanders" in name
only, thelir responsibilities subsumed by the squadron
operations officer or squadron commander., Workers and
supervisors at each level complain of ever-decreasing
authority to execute their responsibilities. In the 1980
CGSC study, more than half the respondents listed "de-
centralization of authority/responsibility" as the fore-
most means to improve overall Jjob satisfaction.(77:--)
The importance of thils factor was also noted in a 1979
CGSC survey of Alr Force officers.(76:--)

A by-product of overceniralization in the Air Torce
1s often a short-range focus which impedes long range plan-
ning at the unit level and breeds instead a '"crisis-res-
ponseﬁ system of management, This perception was reported
in the 1978 TAC Aircrew Concerns Conference II vhich obh-
served that:

Tactical alrcrews have expressed a lack orf
confidence in commanders and supervisors at all
levels. It is felt that this is a result of our
supervisors reacting to crisis after crisis in
each area of responsibility due to the pressure
of oversupervision at higher levels.(117:36)

Overcentralization is at least partially responsible for
the second major source of Job discontent--overtraining
and underutilization of officers.,

Alr Force pilots are among the most highly ~ducated
and extensively trained individuals in any service, or most
professions for that matter. In a pilot's first ten years
of service, it is not unusual for him to spend a third of
that time in some form of training status, attend Squadron
Officer School, complete the Alr Command and Staff College
Correspondence Course, and to acquire a masters degree
(possibly two). HNevertheless, many pilots have only a
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limited opportunity to apply their managerial skills
during the early portion of their careers. The rank
structure of most flying organizations imposes a limit
on the opportunity for supervising significant numbers
of people. DMNon-flying responsibility is likely to be
limlted to serving as a Junior wing staff officer, super-
visor of flying, or flight commander. Typically, these
positions provicde little lattitude for real planning

or decisibn making, instead being limited to executing
highly standardized prlans and policy developed at higher
levels, The possibillity of dissatisfacticn resulting
from the use of overqualified people was documented by
Thompson in 1975;( 94:125) however, little follow-up
research appears to have been conducted in this goten-

tially crucial subject area.

SUMMARY

This chapter has attempted to explore some of the
primary causes of dissatisfaction among Air Force pilots.
In accordance with Herzberg'!'s two-factor theory, the pri-
mary expressed sources of dissatisfaction tend to focus on
extrinsic factors incidental to the job itself, While
these factors have bveen discussed at some length and are
undoubtedly important, it is essential that the intrinsic
aspects of job satisfaction not be overlooked. As Herzberg
and others nave noted, if jobh satisfaction is not present,
it becomes impossible to satisfy the demands for extrinsic
rewvards, which continue to escalate as each succeeding level
is satisfied,

Current pil~t dissatisfaction appears to stem from
three primary sources: Jjob context, perceptions of equity,
and declining expectations, Pilot surveys tend to support

Herzberg's two-factor theory of motivation, with most ex-
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pressed dissatisfaction oriented around extrinsic factors of
Job context. 1In 1979, plilots indicated that their primary
reasons for separation were dissatisfaction with compensa-
tion, the "way of 1life," long hours, undesirable assignments,
and family separation.

A second fundamental source of pilot dissatisraction
is associated with perceptions of equity. On one hand, many
pilots percelve a gross inequity between their tangible com-
pensation and that associated with the primary alternative
mode of employment-- the airlines. At the same time, pilots
also perceive a lack of reciprocal institutional commitment
commensurate with their own dedication to their service and
nation. This perception appears rooted in the succession of
pay '"caps,!" declining benefits, the '"fallure-oriented" up-
or-out system, and the latent anti-militarism of the U.S.
society. ‘ .

The final source of dissatisfaction discussed in
this chapter derives from the declining expectations of
USAF pilots in relation to theilr aspirations., Specifically,
these "gaps" appear associated with pay and beneflts, ad-
vancement and status, and Jjob satisfaction.

Implications for Dual-Track

A dual-track system would directly address two of
the top three reasons why pilots are leaving the service:
little say 1in assignments and the "uncertainty of up-or-
out."(20:3) Such a system would better align the expecta-
tions of pilots with thelr personal aspirations, especially
the often-stated desire to fly throughout one's career.
Simultaneously, it would enhance security by eliminating
the perceived threat of the "up-or-out" system. Finally,
by providing a system in which advancement is not the sole
criterion for "success," a dual-track system would serve
to enhance pilot status and seli-esteem.
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At the same time however, a dual-track system
would not directly eddress most extrinsic dissatisfiers
such as compensation, long hours, or family separations.
Furthermore, it might even exacerbate some of the intrina
sic sources of dilssatisfaction. There 1s the possibility
that prolonged service in any one job, such as flying
duty, might produce Jjob stagnation and boredom, Addition-
ally, pllot specialists could become frusfrated by their
limited progression in rank. For generalists who also
love flying, dual-track would not only reduce the likeli-
hood of flying duty, it might also aggravate other "ir-
ritants" such as frequency of reassignment.
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! ; CHAPTER IV
‘ ALTERNATE DUAL-TRACK SYSTEMS
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The concept of a dual-track personnel management ?i
{ system is not without precedent. It is the norm in civil-

i
ian business and exists in varying degrees in military }

forces throughout the world.(86:45-51) As a matter of ;j
fact, the USAF is relatively unusuel in its dedication to }”
an exclusively generalist system. Even the USAF employs !

dual-track concepts in its below-the-zone promotion and -
1eadership development programs such as ASTRA or Peleace o
Spotlight. However, current USAF dual-track prograns are ; 4
aimed exclusively at the generalists among the officer :
corps and do not address pillots or rated officers as a i ;
group. Such is not the case in most other military avia-
tion organizations. VWhile it is certainly not valid to

draw a direct correlation between any of these services

and the USAF, certain parallels do exist, and an examina-

Py

RV SIS

tion of some of these systems might prove informative.
Therefore, this chapter will review four systems of rated
officer management existing in other flying organizations
These include the Royal Air Force of Great Britain, the

German Alr Force, U.S. Army Aviation,and the commercial
airlines,

LR L i 112 S

b, S A e

This review will cover entry into the force, initial
service commitments, typical career progression, and ovbser-
vations regarding motivation and retention for each of the
respective organizations. Since levels of compensation :
have become increasingly important considerations in all !
of these organizations, a table which provides comparative L
salary levels throughout a 20-year career is provided (Table I)
Even though no information is provided concerning repre-
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sentative c¢civilian pay scales in Germany or Britian, this
information should provide a reasonable basis for compar-
ison. A cursory review of the data indicates that pay
levels among the USAF, RAF, and Luftwaffe are quite com=-
parable, while Army warrant officer salaries are somevhat
lower and airline salaries dramatically higher.

Roval Ailr Force

Entry/Initial Commitment

The RAF procures its pilots (all of wvhom are officers)
from several sources. I[jo college degree is required to he-
come a pllot; so currently, the RAF recruits approximately
half its pilots wilith university diplomes, one-third fron
"A-level" high schools (somewhat analogous to U.S. Jjunior
colleges), and the remainder with ordinary, or "O-level",
high school diplomas.(45:48) University and A-level grad-
uates typlcally are offered "permanent commissions" which
provide for retirement as early as 16 ycars of service or
age 38 (whichever is greater) with about 30 percent of active
duty salary. Apppoximately one=sixth of RAF recruits enter

service under a '"short-service comnmission,'" which is essen-
tially a contract for 12 years of service with an option to
separate after 3 years. These officers may opt for a per-
manent commission at any time.(103:--)

Career PfOQréééion

Contrary to USAF's "up-or-out'" system, the RAF does
not use its promotion system as a selection-out vehicle., As
stated by ¥Wing Commander Greham Smart of the Eritish embassy,
"Reporting on an officer is for his career, not for his
livelihood,."(45:48) All officers accepting a permanent
commisgsion may stay until age 55, regardless of career pro-

gression, PFromotion "“phase points" are essentially mininmums
and are as follows: (108:==;45:==)
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0=2: 2 years

0-3: 5} years

0=4: 10 years (Avg time=13/14 yrs)

0=5%: 15 years

0-6: 20 years :

{ The'"fast burner" would likely be promotecd at or §

- near these points, while the average officer would pro=-
gress rnuch slower and probably rise no higher than 0-3
or O=4., Currently, less than 50 percent of RAF officers

T A S

are promoted to 0=4,(114:--) Ievertheless, thers is no
. such thing as being "passed over," since officers remain
eligible for promotion indefinetly. Consequently, there
is no stigma associlated with remalning in one grade for
a prolonged period. .

After a two-year initial flight training period,
all pilots enter operational squadrons, Yhile there is

R T T T AT TR

no formalized dual~track system, the "fast.burners" are Pl

e

P identified early and will serve staf{ tours early in theilr
: ! careers, Short-service pllots and most permanent commis-
7 slon officers can expect to spend their first 10 to 12
vears in primary flying duties. After promotion to squad-
ron leader (0-4), pilots attend a four-week intermediate
PI{E sourse in residence and can then expect a staff tour
followed by a succession of assignments alternationg be- E
tween squadron and staff duties., In general, pilots don't
serve in support or ''rated supplement' positions.(103:--)
. Those officers not promoted to O=4 within a "reason-
able time period" (approximately age 35), are typically
offered the opportunity to become '"specialist aircrews."
' As long as they remain physically qualified, speclalists C g
continue in flying duties until age 55, though few remain
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in fighters beyond age 40, VWhile promotion to 0-4 is open .
to specialists, few are selected, and Key squadron super- Lo
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visory positions are reserved for officers whose further
promotion potential is greater.(103:--) Specialists re-
celve additional compensation in the form of "enhancer
pay," but their total salary remains below that of year
group contemporaries ,promoted to higher grades. Approxi

nately 20 percent of the pilot force is comprised of
speclalists.(103:-=)

.....................

ilotivation and Retention

While no direct survey results of RAF pillots were
evailadle, officlals report a high level of Jjob satisfaction
among both specialists and generalists.(103:==;108:1--;114:-=)
The only consistent complaints have concerned low pay scales;
however, pay has recently bee- raised considerably under
Prime llinister Thatcher's government, slleviating many of
the conplaints and helping to improve retention.(59:36-383)
There is little or no dissatisfaction regarding the pro-
motion system, which uses closed OER's, nor is there animosity
tovard those who are promoted repidly under it. Additional
duties are similar to those of USAF squadrons and are accomp-
lished p»rimarily by squadron pilots. Performance of these
duties is perceived as an indicator of promotion potential;
thus, tihey are sought by many officers. "Job stagnation”
is not considered as a problem,either among speclalists or
generalists . .(103:==;1068=x)

There is currently a relative shortage of younger
pilots in the RAF. However, ofricials state that this is
more *the result of recruiting than retention. ‘hile specirfic
retention figures were not available to the author, officals
stated that there was '"no retention problen, "(103:--) and
data indicates that the outflow of officers separating

prior to retirement has declined dramatically over the past
two years.(59:38)
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Conclusions

The RAF personnel management system appears to
offer three major advantages in comparisdn with that of
the USAF. First, it facllitates the individual pilot's
c¢hoice of whether to be a specialist or a generalist, thus
matching the "right people with the right jons." Secondly,
it enhances overall security, by separating potential and
promotion from performance and quality control. And
finally, it enhances retention of highly experienced per-
sonnel who would otherwise be separated for fallure to
advance in grade.

At the same time, the average age of the pilot
force is provdably somewhat higher. Additionally, the
possibility of Job stagnation and frustration should not
be completely ruled out in the absence of meaningful sur-
vey data.

Caveats

The RAF serves as an excellent overall source of
information regarding dual-track pilot management; how-
ever, several factors preclude a direct comparxison with
the current USAF system. First, it should be ﬁoted that
initial duty commitments are much longer than current USAF
commitments (8-16 years versus 6). This does much to ex-
plain both RAF recruiting difficulties and lack of reten-
tion problems. Potential pilets are understandably re-
luctant to commit themselves to such prolonged service,
but once committed are equally reluctant to sacrifice
security and "way of life" by separating.

The options for civilian emnployment open to the
RAF pilot appear more limited than those open to the USAF
pilot. Firet, the commercial airlines are less of a lure,
cuz both to the much smaller British airline industry and
to the higher age at separation of RAF pilots (due to
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longer commitments). By the same token, since approxi-
mately half of RAF pilots do not have a college degree,
their employabllity 1is reduced somewhat with respect to
USAF pilots who frequently have a masters as an entree
into the civilian job market. It should also be noted

. that the RAF does not currently have a flying reserve
comparable to the ANG or AFRES. Consequently, the RAF
pillot has no alternative path on which to pursue military

%- aviation such as those open to the USAF pillot,

i; Finally, the entire RAF personnel system differs

8 from that of the USAF, to include no "up-or-out'" (thus

‘ greater sense of security), closed OER's, and a far smaller

;‘ force with fewer overseas assignments and greater assign- :

3 ment stability. Some officers remain associated with the

same sSquadron for over 20 years. Additionally, there are

no specific flying requirements for pay (or "gates") such :

as those levied by the U.S. Aviation Cereer Incentive Act. . | i

T e e e i
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.........................

Entry/Initial Commitment

Like the RAF, the Luftwaffe does not require a
college degree for pilot selection., Pilot-officer candi-
dates are recruited from among enlisted radio operators

4 and navigators, high school gracduates, and college grad-

¢ vates., It should be noted however, that the German high
schools are somewhat more comprehensive than most in the
! U.S.

There are three different categories of pilots 1in
the Luftwaffe:(44:32) two may be termed "specialists,"
while the third consists of generalists. The first group
consists of former enlisted men. They are limited to trans- !
port aviation and have limited advancenent opportunity.

The second group, known as "BO-41l" officers, are recruited

e T A T e me e G
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almost exclusively for pilot dutles, They eaccept an in-
itial 20-year commitment which provides for retirement

(at 20 years or age 41) with 55 percent of their active
pay. The third group, the generalists, or '"regular"

: officers, have initial commitments of 10 years after they
t complete training (which normally requires about 3 years).
Regular officer pilots can retire as early as age 41, but
normally stay until mandatory retirement, which is a funca
tion of rank (0-4:54, 0-5:57, 0=6:59, O0«~7+:60). Fullterm

retirement carries a pension of 75 percent of the officer's
active salary.(44:32)

-------

Career Progression

Much the same as the RAF, the Luftwaffe does not
use the promotion system to assure quality control or
youth of the force., Thus, there is no "up-or-out' system,
and officers are separated only for unsatisfactory per-
formance,

There are no promotion boards or speclfic percent-
age promotion opportunity. Rather, selection is subjec=-
tively decided by the Personnel Staff (which is separate
from the operational air force) based upon semiannual
JER's, promotion examinations, and (for 0-4 and above)
performance in PME courses, The minimum promotion points
are as follows:(44:32, 106:=-)

0-2: 2 years

0-3: 5 years

‘ 0-4: 9 years

0-5: 16 years (approximate timing, not minimum)

0-6 20 years (approximate timing, not minimum)

All regular officers are afforded the opportunity

. '~ to attend the Armed Forces Staff College (all-service,
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intermediate PMNE) after promotion to major. Thelr com-
petitive performance in its three-month curriculum deter-
mines their eligibility for future attendance at Gensral
taff College (allwservice, 2l-month advanced PME course)
6 to 18 months later. Graduates are known as General
Staff (GS) officers (regardless of their subsequent level
of assignment. Top performers are identified through
this school system and are groomed for senior command and
staff positions,.(44:32) Thelr subsequent assignments will
typlcally rotate hetween squadron flying and supervisory
positions and stalff duty at wing, Alr Staff, or NATO,
Other officers, both BO-4l's and regulars not
selected for Ceneral Staff College, will normally remain
in the same squadron for thelr full careers. For that
natter, even GS officers will normally retain association
wvith the same squadran until promoted out of it., All
reguler offlicers continue to be eligible for promotion
and command, although most slots go to GO officers. Con-
sequently, the term "passed over" is meaningless, and

there 1s no stigma associated with not being promoted.
(44:32)

Motivation and Retention

Unfortunately, no survey results or speclific re-
tention figures were available for inclusion in this re-~
search, Hovever, senlior German officers haintain that
Job satisfaction, morale, and esprit de corps are all hizh,
among both pilot specialists and CGeneral Stalf officers.
Flylng duty 1s »rized by both groups, but most GS§ of-
ficers willingly accept staff duty as a means to enhanc-
ing thelr career advancement.(44:32)

Again like the RAF, and for the same pasic reasons,
the Luftwaffe has had some difficulty attractiing pillots,
but little trouble retaining adequate numbers. The German
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Alr Attache stated that the Luftwalfe "doesn't have the
attrition problem which plagues the U.S...(and) is cur=
bently meeting its need for pilots,(44:62)

COnclﬁéidns

The Luftwalfe offers the séme basic advantages
“and disadvantages as cdoes the RAF, FEssentlally, it en-
hances individual security and pilot retention while pro-
viding a sound leader/manager development program concen-
- trated on the most promising officers. Pilot experience
“at the unit level is exceptionally high.

Caveats 7

As with the RAF, situational:differences confound
a direct comparison with the current USAF personnel system.
It should be noted that long periods of obligated service,
low cemand for commercial airline pilots, and the absence
of an air force reserve organization all serve to enhance
retention among pilot specialists.

UOTE:  US Army commissioned avietors are recruited and
a

managed essentially the same way as are UIAF pilots.
Aviation duty is a form of specialty but does not repre-
sent a branch of the service., Each commissioned pilot
has hoth a primary and secondary branch identification,
such as infanitry, armor, nilitary intelligence, ordinance,

ete., irrespective of his flight rating.

Entry/Initial Commitment

Arny warrant officer (i0) aviators are selected
from among volunteer enlisted personnel based upon medi-

cal fitness and meetilng minimum score requirements on

standardized general aptitude and £light aptitude tests,
A college cegres is not required, Service cormitment is
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a function of the type and extent of'flight training re=-
ceived (concurrent with enlistment contract); however,
the initial commitment is 3 3/4 j vears, including the 9-
month initial flight training course, Approximately 45
percent of entrants are recruited directly (i;e” civile
ians), with the remainder alreédy on active duty at the
time of volunteering (80:41-43)

Pareer ProEvesaion

tiarrant o“ficer aviators function as tecnn;c~l
Sﬂeyialists. According to DA Pam 600-11:

. The warrant officer is a highly skilled tech-
nician who is provided to fill those positions
anove the =2nlisted lavel which are too specialized
in scope to permit the efTective development and
continued utilization of broadly-trained, branch-
qualified commissioned officers.(50:23)

The VO av1ator will normelly remain in‘flying or flying-
related ‘duties (e.g. - aircraft maintenance, flight safety)
throughout his career. As with commissioned olfficers,he
may retire at 20 years of service with 50 percent of his
base pay.

There are Ifour grades or ranks of warrant officexr.
with mininmum phase points as indicated:(30:7)

cvo2 2 years in grade 'Ol
Cv03: 4 years in grade Ct02 (avz=6.58 yrs)
Ci04: 4 years in grade CW03 (avg=35.0 yrs)

"Delovi-the-zone" selection for CWO3 and CVW04 is authorized
for up to 7.5 percent of those eligible.(60:8

WO aviators are managed under an ‘up-or-out" systam
much the same as USAF pillots, and WC's passed over twice
are separated. In 1977, 152 10 aviators were separatecd
under up=or-out provisions (of a total force of 50C0, with
total 1977 accessions of 259).(50:35)

There is little or no "career development" train-

- r—

ing or PIE Tor ¥WO's beyond thelr initial training. "Fast-
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purners" are identifisd based on evaluation reports, but
receive no speciel treatment beyond early promotion., They
are not authorized to command aviation units in- the air or
on the ground.(84:25)

Jotivation and Retenuion

The army has experienced considerable difficulty
in retaining WO aviators. The average loss at the end
of the initial 3 3/4 vear obligation is about 35 percent,
or 160 of each year group: approximatély the same number
as released for second pass-overs., At present, total 10
retention to year 12 is approximately helf that of com-
missioned Army officers.(l115:--)

Although most V0 pilots express a high degree of
intrinsic satisfaction with flying, many ére disgruntled
with the system which paysthem substantially less than
commissioned pilots for much the same work. There is
also a high degree of concern about job security result-
ing from the up-or-out system. Job opportunity in civil-
ian aviation is somewhat more limited than for USAF pilots
due to the fact that most are rotary-wing qualified only,
a field with greater supply and lower cdemand than the
commercial airlines.(80:==;97:=c;115:==)

The Army Warrant Officer prdgram represents dual-
track management in the sense that it manages commissioned
officers and WO's separately and that the former are gen-
eralists while tke latter are specialists. Ilevertheless,
the management of V0 specialists is still designed arouna
the "whole~man' concept of generalist managenent, to in-
clude the '"up-or-out" systein.

It provides for speclalized pilots, but by virtue

~

o B
Qx L&

ly low retention rates, does not realize the full

ir
beneflt of a high pilot experience level, Furthermnore,

586

R i B IR

b gt e e i g e ST S R s i

s ectaiee e A

b ke S e s

L




T A TR T

=3B

the system-does not provide the degree of security or
overall job satisfaction extant among RAF or Luftwaffe
pilot specialists., Dy filling cockpits from a source
other than commissioned officers, it provides greater
latitude for broad development-of Army officers; how=
ever, this same feature also serves to recduce the number
of cockpits available for orfficers to gain flying exper-
ience. This has not posed a probdlem for the Army to
date. Finally, it should be noted that attrition of
warrant officers in flight training is approximately one

and one-half times higher than that of commissioned officers,

with the result that initial per capita training costs are
sonewhat higher for warrant officers.(115:--)

Caveats

Waile the Army aviation program is to some degree
a dual-track system, extrapolation of any analysis to tne
USAF is difficult. In the first place, the divergsence
between generalists and specialists 1s extreme and exists
from procurenent on. Comparisons between Army officers
with college degrees and younger %WO's without equal edu-
cation might be misleading, especially in terms of mot-

“ivation for career service., 3pecialist retention problens

appear to go beyond the differences in personnel manage-
ment and are characteristic of a broad segnent of the Army
and the US militaty . Finelly, it should be noted that
the initial period of obligated service for ¥O's (3 3/4
years) is much shorter than that of other services under
study.

-------------------

.......................

r‘r'xtr'j[Initial Commitment

Commercial pilots are procured through normal
US industry recruilting nethods. Traditionally, there

has been a far greater number of applicants than slots.
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Consequently, little active recruiting has been necéssary
to attract highly qualified applicants, who currently
average over 2600 hours flying time at entry.(16:12)
Three~fourths of commercial pilots have military'avié-
tion experience. There is no commitment associated with
airline training or employment, but pilots almost never

voluntarily resign or change employers.,

Career Progression

The vast majority of airline pilots spend their
entire careers in the cockplits and are independent from
management. In fact, the profession is almost 100 per-
cent unionized, a fact vhich tends to largely segregate
pilots and management (which is predominantly non-rated).
Nevertheless, there is a limited "flow'" from cockpit duty
to management for those who seek it. Tositions vary
from the 'chief pilot" at each base of operations (essen-
tially management's "link" with pilots, primarily res-
ponsible for coordinating the monthly flying schedule)
to one or more corporate executive positions such as vice
president for operations.(104:-=;105:==)

The vast majority of alrline pilots function in
a highly specialized and essentially noncompetitive en-

vironment, wherein advancement (to first officer and captain),
scheduling, and basing are deternined by individual choice,
solely on the basis of time with the company ('"line number").

The new pilot is in a provationary status for one year,
during vhich he may be separated based on performance or
attitude with little union protection. After that, his

continuance with the company is a function almost solely of
health - both his own and his company's. Pilot "furlougihs,"

&LJ
resulting from the cyclical nature of the industry, have
traditionally posed the greatest threat to the pilot's

Jo sacurity;, though this threat is minimal after five to
ten years.(104:--;105:-<)
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Motivaéién and Retention

. Few formal surveys have been conducted of come
mercial pilot attitudes; however, limited sampling indi-
cates a high degree of individual Job and career satis-
faction.(lezlz) Alrline pilot retention has never been
a problem, aided no doubt by the industry's extremely
high level of pay and benefits. ' B

In order to test the common perception of high
airline pilot job satisfaction, the author conducted a
limited survey (20 respondents) of Zraniff Alrways pilots
based In Kansas City, Missouri, in April 1980. The
results indicated an exceptionally high legree of Job
satisfaction among the surveyed group. Horeo&er, those
respondents with prior military service overwhelmingly
considered the airlines to be "nuch better" than the

nmilitary in alnost every conponent of jobb satisfaction.

~

a
See Appendix B for a2 nore detailad discussion of the
survey results,

Conclusions

Due to the fundamental differences between ZOVeril=
ment and business enployment, a broad comparison of the
commercial airlines with the USAF is of questiohable val-
idity. Hevertheless, an examination of pllot attitudes
might help to shed some light on the concerns that Jjob
satisfaction would te limited and that stagnation and
voredon would be problems for pilot specialists in & USAF
dual-track system., It would appear that such conceirns. are
not borne out by airline pilot experience,

Caveats
Despite airline pilots' expression of hizh Job
satizsfaction, one still must consider the neossipbility of

g "helo effect" stemming from lucrative extrinsic factors
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such as compensation levels and free time. Since it is
unlikely that the military will seek to metch airline
benefits, it is important to ascertain with high confid-
ence that these limited survey results are in fact broacly
apnlicable.

Summarx

The four systems examined in this chapter together
provide some insight into the effectiveness of dual-track
managenent of pililots in other serviceé andad organizations.
IJo one system appears fully compatible with that of the
USAF, nor are exact comparisons possible., MNevertheless,
several tentative conclusions may be drawn:

(1) Pilot specialists limited to cockpit duty
for their full careers do not appear to suffer Jjob stag-
nation or boredom, at least not to the extent that 1t is
2 source of discontent.

(2) Econonic concern is a significant factor
among pilot specialists. Conseguently, even though spec-
lalists and gzeneralists are managed and promoted differ-
ently, a relative equity sihiould be preserved regarding
the resnective compensation levels of the two groups.

(3) Pilot specialists in the RAF or Luftwaffe
have a reduced promotion opprortunity with respect to thelr
generalist contemporaries. This does not appear to bhe a
significant zource of dissetisfaction among specialist
aviators,.

(4) All systems except for that of US Army wvarrant
officers provide career tenure for pilot speclalists ir-
respective of promotion potential., The job security af-
forded by this provision 1s nrobably a contributor to
overall specialist job satisfaction.

(3) 7The total "pool" of officers from vhich senior

managers are selected is relatiwvely smaller in the RATF,
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Luftwarife, and US Army aviation than would be the case

in a single-track system. While no meaningful'conclﬁa_
sions ‘can be drawn regarding the relative quallty of these
services' top leaders, no significent problems are appar-.
ent. It should be noted that most specialists are spec-
-ialists by their own choice, perhaps influenced by knovr=
ledge of limited promotion potential, Consequently, it
would seem logical to conclude that these officers would
not offer appreciabvdly more to overall management of their
respective officer corps than 1s realized from generalisis
alone,

(€) Rated generalists in the RAF and Luftwaffe
serve in cockplt duties e:xclusively for their first five
to ten years. Thereafter, they rotate back and forth
from staff to flying duty for the next five to ten years.
As in the USAF, almost all senior rated officers serve a
tour as squadron commanders. The net result of this pro-
gression is that pilot generalists develop a sufficiently
detailed first-hand knowledge of air operations to pro-
vide a background for future increased conmand and mane
agerial responsibilities.
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CHAPTER V
HYPOTHETICAL DUAL-TRACK STRUCTURE

The foregeing chapters have provided background
information regarding pilots and dual-track management,
However, it is impossible to reach any meaningful cone
clusions regarding the viability of this proposal ih
today's U.S. Air Force without examining it in greater
detall as a specific concept.

If the Air Force determines that the potential
benefits of dual-track merit its testing or implementa-
tion, the structure of such a system would certainly be
subject to extensive analysis and debate. The following
proposal is not offered as the best or oniy approach and
does not undertake to address all necessary managerial
considerations. Nevertheless, it is presented as a
further test of this paper's hypothesis and to better
focus criticism and consideration.

General
Proposal: The pilot force would be segregated into two
separate career paths or '"tracks" between an officer's
gixth and twelfth years of commissloned service. Most
pilots would follow the traditional or generalist track
wvhich exists under the present system, For these officers,
career progression would change very little. However, a
smaller group of pilots would enter into a new, 'special-
ized" track in which they would be limited to cockpit
duty and managed under a separate promotion system with
sharply reduced opportunity for advancement in rank. These

pilots would be assured retention until retirement as long
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es they maintained acceptable performance in their air-
crew specialty. While the size of this specialized force
might vary from year to year, depending upon its ability
to enhance pillot retention and overall rated experience,
it would comprise approximately 25 percent of the almost
13,000 primary aircrew (RPI-1) positions.(98:--)

...........

Discussidn: This proposal 1s limited to pllots for three
primary reasons. DNavigator attrition is not currently as
severe as pilot attrition (due lergely to current and fore-
cast airline hiring of pilots). Secondly, it is more costw
effective for pilots (due to higher training costs). Final-
ly, the trend toward increased acquisition of single-seat
fighter aircraft and improved electronic navigational equip-
ment will continue to reduce the number of navigators re-
quired for force manning. Nevertheless, if initial results
were to significantly increase retention and force capebil-
ity, consideration might then be given to extending the
system to include navigators or even non-rated specialists
such as sclentists and engineers,

. Determining the size of the specialized component
of the pilot force would be a far more extensive under-
taking than this study and would require continuing refine-
ment. The figure 25 percent of primary flying positions
is considered adequate to provide a core of experienced
pllots within each unit and significant instructor repre-
sentation in training organizations. This would amount to
approximately 3100 pilots, slightly more than 10 percent
of the total pilot force.(49:B-56, 98:==)

This figure is comparable with percentages of
specialists in the RAF and less than that of the Luftwaffe.
It would appear to be a reasonable compromise, which would
provide an adequate cadre of experienced specialists, while
retaining a sufficient number of pilots in the generalist

(9]
(6]
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"pool" to ensure selection and development of top performers
as senior executives,

............................

Entry Into Specialized Trac:
Proposal: A pilot would be allowed to volunterily enter

the speclalized track reasonavly early in his career, but
only after gaining sufficient experience both as an officer
and a pilot to make a well-reasoned decision. Three c¢ri-
teria are suggested to qualify for entry into the special=-
ized pilot force: ' ' :

1, At least 6 but not more than 12 years commission=-
ed service. _

i é. "Experienced" status in aircraft of assignment
(specific flying hour requirements would vary by type air-
craft and would be determined by MAJCOM),

3. Recommendation of individual's wing commender.
Final selection would be through central board action under
the auspices of the lManpower and Personnel Center (MFPC).

Here the final decisions could be made with service re-

quirements foremost, but wlth the perspective to balance
these requirements against individual cdesires,

Discussion: Entry into the specialized pnilot track should
occur voluntarily, at a relatively early career point for

several reasons. Filrst, it is essential to avold creating

a force of exclusively passed-over officers so as to pre-
clude the development of a negative image (the "leper

colony" mentality). Second, early entry would provide a
continuing cross-section of experience, attitudes, and youth
within the specialized pilot track. Third, early selection
would allow maximum time to further refine flying skills

and to effectively use this expertise where it is most needed.
Lastly, selection should occur sufficiently early that an
individual is still qualified and proficient in his alrcraft.

e
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The longer selection is delayed, the greater the probablity
that intervening staff tours, PME, or other non-flying duty
would necessitate expensive requalification trainlng.

It 18 intuitively obvious that speclalized pilots
should be well qualified in their primary skills. There-
fore, selection should combine objective criteria, such as
flying-hour or experience requirements with a subjective
evaluation of an individual's abilities and suitability
for entry into'the specialized track. This critical respan-

'8ibility is best performed by the respective wing commanders,

based on recommendations from lower-echelon suvervisors.
The chain of command would also discharge a critical rew
sponsibility with respect to specialized pilot applicantsSe-.
each supervisor must insure that these officers are fully
apprised of the career consequences of their decisions,
This should serve to foster realistic expectations and thus
enhance overall job satisfaction. While a majority of pilot
specialists would probably enter the track simply as a
matter of preference to enhance Job satisfaction, some
might also seek entry as a result of promotion pass-oOver to
O-4. As long as these individuals are competent aviators,
promotion passover should not prejudice their entry into
the track. In fact, since such pilots would have above-
average flying experience (due to belng at the upper end of
the 6 to 12 year entry group), it would be especiallv bene-
flclal to the Air Force to retain them in the cockpit. (See
Appendix A for discussion of possible savings in this case,)
One final mode of entry into the track is possible,
That is through the warrant officer pilot program current-
ly under consideration in the Congress.(23:3) Obviously,
intermingling warrant officers and commissioned speclalists

in the same track poses a significant problem. Unfortunately,

vhile the scope Of this research precludes detailed treat-
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ment of this issue, it is felt that such an eventuality
would not invalidate the proposal as presented herein,

. The question arises as to whether or not there
would be sufficient interest in becoming a specialist
to attract the required numbers of pilots. A 1969 USAF
study indicated that "almost 20 percent of all pilots
desire to stay in cockplt duties until they retire or
are promoted to colonel."(66:41) Similarly, a 1979
TAC aircrew surve& revealed that 31 percent would "stay
in the Air Force as a 'career captaln' if I could, just
continue to fly."(10l:=a)

..........

Prnndéal: ‘Normal tenure for pilot specialists would be

24 years of service, hut not to exceed 50 years of age.
Speciallists would be allowed to retire as early as the
completion of thelr 20th year 1f they so desired., Any
specilalists removed from flying status for medical reasons
would be subject to early medical retirement unless selec-
tively retalned in a non-rated capacity. Career tenure
for officers in the generalist track would be unchanged
from the present systen. '

Diécuééiéﬁ: The key feature of speclalist tenure under
dual-track is the concept that it is a function not of
an officer!s cepacity to lead or manage, but rather of
his abllity to fly and fight. While it is acknowledged
that military flying inherently demands a large measure

of both leadership anc managerial comnpetence, the appli-
cation of these skills in the cockpit differs from their
application in the organization. In any event, the level
of cockplt expertise necessary to meet Air Force standards
would be insured by continuing performance appraisals,

The 24-year point represents a compromise between
the requirement to meintain a youthful rated force and
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that of insuring an adequate "return" on the Air Force
investment. The age fifty limitation, while helow civie
lian stendards (age 60), is relt to be Jjustified by the
greater physical and psychological siress of military
aviation and by the need to maintain a reasonably youth-
. ful force overall. Without any age controls, the average
age of the specialist force would likely "creep" up-
ward each year (given a limited size force), eventually
precluding entry of qualified younger pilets who are
- otherwise likely to leave the service.
! The question of how age and flying ability are
i correlated has not been clearly resolved., A cursory A
review of related literature appears to indicate that age
does not appreciably detract from pilot capabllities,
Major Rex Cloud, in a 1973:study of this topic concluded
that "...it would appear that the aging process is not
detrimental to performence."(78311) Vhile age does exert
an adverse impect on physiological qualities such as vision,
hearing, fatlgue, and reasction time, the net effect is
frequently offset by increased experience.(78:18) A 1969
USAF study, "Saber Wings I," also examined age and perfor-
mance, Though it did not address the pilot who remained
continuously on flying duty, the study did conclude that
older pllots performed significantly poorer in gé;raining
after a prolonged absence from flying.(66:7-92) Foreign air L
forces have experienced no significant problems resulting .
, from their "aging " speclalists. By the same token, the |
USAF Reserve forces appear to suffer no i1l effects from
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an older pilot force. Col, E,L. Cummins, Deputy Commander
for Operations of the 134th Tactical Fighter Training Grcup,
AFRES, indicated that hils pilots, whose average age is 36
(oldest-=47), have retained not only a high level of ex-

pertise, but a high level of satisfactlon and motivation as L
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well,.(99:=~) Interestingly, the Saber Vings study revealéd
that fighter pilots who scored MIG kills in Southeast Asia

"were almost tnvariably the older (average age--35), more

experienced pillots who also had recent experience in the
same or similar aireraft.(65:22)

The situation *nlwhich an officer is forcéd off
flying status would require speclal consideration. Whereas,
the generalist forced off status can still serve productive-
ly in a non-flying capacity, such might not he the case
with a specialist. In such a case, the Manpower and Per— .
gonnel Center should determine the individual's disposition
based on.his expressed desires, .qualifications and record;'
and his commander's reCOmmendétions. Options would be to
retain him in a non-flying capacity at either unit er higher
level or to medically retire him under appropriate dis-
ability provisions.

There is one final circumstance regarding an in-
dividual's tenure: the situation in which an individual
loses his flying status through Flying Evaluation Board
action. In such cases, MPC should also determine disposi-
tion of the individual based on the same considerations as
for medical disability. Héwever, an additional option
should be avalilable in this circumstance—-—administrative
separation from the Air Force. Such action mignt well be
anticipated in cases where flight discipline or flying reg-
ulations were severely breeched.

...............

Promotion Systenm

Proposal: Pillots accepted into the specialized track would
be considered under the existing promotion system, but at
significantly different phase points. Since entry would
ozcur beyond the 6th year of commissioned service, all

pilot specialists would at least be 0-3's. A&any C-4 entrants
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would rétain their rank with its associated pay and privi-

‘leges ., Specialists would be considered for promotion to

0-4 in their 16th year of service by the same board and
based on the same considerations of performance and po-

' tential as officers in the "generalist" track (who, under

DOPMA, will be in their 10th year). ‘SpeCialistsf Pro-
motion opportunity would not be. specified; however, se-
lectees would count against congressionally established
ceilings and quotas. Non-selected specialists would be
considered again in their 17th year of service vithout
prejudice. lowever, a second passover would résult in the

- officer's not being considered by future boards.

............

DiscuSéion: One of the'keys" to dual-track is to deempha-
size promotion as the only criterion of success among
pilots. Performance of rated duties, rather than command
or managerial expertise, is the primary consideration for
pilot specialists. Consequently, they will. not be expect-
ed to assume ever-increasing responsivility. Neverthéless,
by their 16th year of ser#ice,'even without PME or broad-
ening assignments, many specialists will be fully capable
of assuming the increased degree of responsibility associ-

ated’ With promotion to 0-4. There are numerous unit-
level field grade positions for which they would be emin=
ently qualified (see following section). It is also in
“he best interests of the Air Force to consider as large
a group of officers as possible to insure selection of
the most highly qualified individuals.

The case of the passed-over major who enters the
speclalist track around the l2-year point represents a

potentially thorny problem: should he be considered again
in his 16th year as a specialist? Again, since it is in

the Ailr Force's interest to consider the maximum-sized group,

this author belleves that a second promotion opportunity is
in order. The additional "seasoning'" as a specilalist may
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have provided what was lacking earlier in such an officer's
career.

| Generalists would derive an additional benefit
under this system in that they would enjoy accelerated

- promotion and increased opportunity for selection with

respect to the current promotion system., Thls would result
from having a smaller group of officers beyond the grade

of 0-3 to compete for promotion to the -same number of
slots. ‘

An additional point of discussion is the fact that
consideration of 1lé-year specialists along with the less
experienced 1l0-year generalist group might prejudice the
latter's selection opportunity. Vhile this .is possible,
those adversely arffected would probably not be highly
qualified for full career progression within the generalist
trackk. Consequentliy, the screening provided by this process
might serve to focus developmental efforts on the mnost
promising generalists. Illon-selection for major might also
redirect a generalist into the specialized track at a point
in his career when such a transition would prove nmutually

beneficial both to the Air Force and to the officer him-
salf,

Specialist'Duties and Assignments

Pronosal: FPilot 8pecialists would serve exclusively in
primary flying (RPI-1) positions, so naturally, their
primary duty would be to fly. Specific crew positions
would include "line" pilot, instructor, and flight ex-
aminer. Because their level of flying experience and
expertise would exceed that of pilots in the generalist
track, 1t is expected that specialists would be dispro-
rortionately represented in training organizations such
as Undergracduate Pilot Training (UPT), Replacement Train-
ine Units(RTU), Combat Crew Training Squadrens (CCTS),
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.sane locations as those of generalists (in flying billets),
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and Central Instructor Schools (CIS).

Within operational units, specialists would ful-
£111 two basic requirements: they would provide a cadre
of unit-assigned instructors, and they would provide an
experienced resource spread relatively equally throughout
e unit (e.g.--one per flight within a squadron). They
could also serve in such wing-level positions as Standard-
ization and Evaluation Flight Examiners and Veaspons and
Tactics Officers. In addition to their flying duties,
sonme spebialists would also fill supervisory positions
within the squadron such as Supervisor of Flying, Flight
Commander, and Assistant Operations Officer.

While specialists' assignments would be to the

their tour lengths would be somewhat longer (except for

unaccompanied or combat tours). An average tour length
of five to six years appears reasonable.

Discussion: The whole concept of the specialist within

a cdual-track system is to maximize the application of his
speclalized skills, It is this same feature (the oppor-
tunity to fly exclusively) upon which many claims of
increased retention rest. Consequently, specialists should
be pilots first and foremost. Only if their desires, abllity,
and experience qualify them for increased responsibility,

should their duties be expanded to include staff or super- :
visory functions. MNevertheless, it iz equally important !
that this resource not be uniformly excluded from such
duties at the unit level. Ultimately, the unit commander
must have the flexibility to put the best man in each Job
so as to achieve an efficient and motivated organization.
One aspect of this subject requires particular
note--speclalist assignment to training organizations., With _
regard to these units, dual-track serves a dual purpose, §
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First, 1t applies the most experienced personnel to thé
critical task of training the succeeding generation of
pilots. By concentrating these specialists in such units,
overall instructor experience and stability will be in-
creased, hopefully improving the quality of training.
However, there is a second benefit to be derived from
concentrating specialists in treining units. Like any
operational squadron, there are only a limited number of
supervisory positions. However, the flying experience
requirements for assignment to these units tend to create
a "rank heavy" organization, with the result that many
officers' supervisory talents are under-utilized, Often-
times, the "line" pilot in an RTU wes a flight commander
or evaluator in his previous assignment. This under-
utilization 1s a potential source of discontent among
career-oriented officers approaching selection for major.
Assigning more speclalists to these organizations will
free their counterparts in the generalist track to pursue
assignments which provide a measure of developmenfal €Y=
perience more in line with their career aspirations.

There 1s reason for concern that specialization
may have 1its drawbacks. One researcher noted that "too
much specilalization can cause people to feel that their
careers are getting locked into a groove."(85:50) For
many pllots, flyving is a "Job" which never grows old,
Nevertheless, squadron commanders must have the latitude
to pursue aggressive and realistic training which contin-
ually explores the limits of their pilots'! abilities if
stagnation is to be averted indefinitely.

While it is desirable to concentrate specialists in
training units, within operational units it is desirable to
disperse them throughout the flights or sections which
comnrise the sauadron. This acts not only to discourage
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the formation of cliques based on career track, but serves

also to "spread the wealth" within a unit. Specialists
should provide a core of experienced personnel at the
lowest echelon, where daily contact with young, inexper-
ienced pilots will be the most productive in developing
the latter's flying proficiency through daily faéé-to-face
contact, both on the ground and in the air. '
There is little data to substantiate the claim for
extended tour lengths; however, this appéérs reasdnable
because of the greater stability of the speclalist force
itself. DNot only should retention of these officers be

higher (haszed upon voluntary entry beyond the G-year point),
- but turnover will aelso be considerably lessened by the ab-

sence of traditional reguirements to accept educational,
staff, and other '"career broadening" assignments. This
policy will reduce costs directly by reducing the fre-
quency of moves, and will also produce intangible savings
by increasing organizational stability and extending the
corporate memory (fewer lessons re-learned). It should
also ve noted that this feature may serve to directly
enhance recention among pilot specialists, since one of
the most frequent causes of dissatisfaction among pilots
is family separation and the frequency of moves.(20:3)
Vhile specified {lying hour requirements would not
differ between generalists and specialists, it 1s antvici-
nated that the higher experience and greater assigmment
stability of specialists would necessitate less flying
per month to sustain a comparable level of proficiency.
Transitioning into a different type of alrcraft
(e.g.-=fighter to transport) would be contrary to the gen-
eral intent of the dual-track concept. Nevertheless, a
limited degree of cross-flow among systems could be author-
ized by MPC if 1t would serve the best interests of the
service.
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Little hag been said about genefalists under dual-
 track becéuse thelr handling would differ little from that
'df the present system. The current_system, which empha-
sizes special monitoring and career-enhancing assighmsnts
for selected "fast-burners" should continue to operate,
albelt with & somewhat smaller field to choose from,

While generalists may well enjoy less assignmentv
stability than their speclalist counterparts, this is not
all bad, As Fiedler and others have noted, "The least
espensive and probably most efficlent method (of leader
:development) is to develop a .careful progran of manager-
ial rqtation that moves some individuals?from one Jjob: to
another at a faster rate than 1t moves others."(2:138).

Evaluation Systen

Proposal: Pilots in both the genéralist and’specialistA
tracks would continue to be evaluated under the current
officer effectiveness report (OER) system.. However, for
those In the generalist track, primary éﬁphasis would bhe
accorded their potential for increased reéponsibility,
while pilot specialists would receive a performancc report
which emphasized their technical competence in thelr rated
specialty. Although necessarily subjective, these reports
would also reflect certain, more or less obJective criteria
such as sortie/flying hour requirehents,'event QualifiuaﬁiOn
and currency, flight evaluation performance; and perform-
ance during unit evaluations. GCeneral mcasures of orficer
effectiveness evaluated in the OFR would retain theirzim-
portance, since speclalists would still be considered for
promotion and would share the general responsibilities of
all officers in the same grade.

~

Discussion: The same OER system is aiu@lied to both jenw-
eralists and specialists for tre.following reascns:
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1. As officers at the same grade level, they
share very similar responsibilities, Therefore, qualities
evaluated in the report beyond technical competence re-
bain thelr importence. Dual-track is designed to tailor
an officer's career so as to satisfy both Air Force
requirements and his own aspirations. It is not intended
to obviate his responsibility as an officer.

2. A single system is simpler to administer for
reters, ratees, and promotion and selection bhoards,

3. Since O-G'Specialists would be promoted under
the same system and pased on the same performance criteria
as thelr contemporaries in the generallst track, equity and
objéctivity require that evaluation means be comparable.

4., Under waertime mobilization, specialists, as
well as generalists, would serve as the nucleus for a
rapidly expanding Air Force, As was true during World
Var II, these officers could anticipate extremely rapid

Vpromotion to high-level command and staff positions., In

such a contingency, the OER would be indispensable in
selecting appropriate specialists for rapid advancement
to Key positions.

The OER would serve an additional key function
for seecialists--it would provide formal annual certifi-
cation that these officers were meeting required perform-—
ance standards necessary for retirement tenure, In the
event performance failed to meet these stancards, appro-
priate .action would be initiatsd by the officer's wing
commander. This would likely consist of counseling and
remedial action, coupled with a probationary period, and
concluded by a follow-up report within six months. If
perfdrmance is still sub-standard, administrative discharge
proceedings would be in order.

The key difference of evaluation under dual-track
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is not in how the system is administered, but rather in
how it 1s perceived by those under it. Under the current
system (and also for generalists under dual-track), this
system 1s virtually all-important. It forms the bhasis
for continous competition with one's peers, and it pro-
vides the primary iaput for tangible benefits, such as
pay and promotion, the latter itself being necessary for
retirement tenure, Moreover, it also provides a very

y strong measure of status and an individual's sense of self-
worth., The failure of the '"new OER system," with its con-
trolled quotas was unacceptable to most Air Force officers
largely because, by bluntly telling an individual that he
was 1n the bhottom half, it undermined his self-concept
and sense of value to the organization., Specialists under
dual-track should be less sub ject to such adverse per-

ceptions simply hecause they function in a largely non- !
L competitive environment (in terms of promotion). The net |
§" result should be a personal sense of security, such as

- that associated with the non-competitive environment of
- the airlines,

% o2 1 SR

Pav and Allowances ]

P !
2 5 roposal :
= Proposal: Pay and allowances for generalists would not Cg
!% be affected. Speclalists, however, would receive an addi- % 5
¢ | tional "special duty allowance" of $50 per month beginning ;

Lt

at the sixzth year of commissioned service. At the 12th
year of service, this "bonus" would be increased to $100
ner m&nth, where it would remain as long as the specialist
remained on flying status. The bonus would be relatecd to
years of service, not to the point at which a pilot entered
the specialist track. Additionally, the basic flight pay .
of a specialist would égi decresase after the 13th year of
service as is the case for generallsts under the current
Aviation Career incentive Act.
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this amount is either too much or too little. The key
fector is that it he sufficient to deter our best pllots
from Jjoining the airlines, while not beilng =0 excessive
a3 to foster a sense of ilnequity between specialists and
their year group contemporaries in the generalist track,
The amount recommended is bésed upon the following con-
siderations:

1, It is roughly comparable to the expected dif-
ference in base pay between speclalists and generalists;
nowever, this net difference rapidly diverges in favor
of generalists (who are promoted) after the 16th year of
gservice. If one instead considers the relative difference
vetween rates of regular military compensation (which also
includes quarters and subsistance allowances and their
associated tax benefits), then this disparity becomes
even nore pronounced,

2. Over the full career of a pilot specialist,
this differential speciality pay could amount to as much
as $13,000, a small fraction of his replacement cost.

3. Officers who are likely to be attracted into
the pilot specialist track are, by nature, those most
favorably disposed toward e career with the airlines., If
they are to be retained in Air Force cockpits, sufficient
incentive pay must be provided. Even with bonuses of
the recommended magnitude, total lifetime earnings will
compare poorly with those of an airline pilot.

4, Specialist "bonuses" begin immediately after
the sixth yeesr so as to provide an inducement for early
entry into tihe specialist track. This 15 necessary to
attract pilots while still current in their assigned air-
craft (prior to staff or supplement assignment). An in-
crease 1s provided at the l2-year point both to provide
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TABLE 'II. PAY COMPARISON OF GENERALISTS AND SPECIALISTS %

' UNDER PROPOSED DUAL TRACK SYSTEM g

| TOTAL 4

YEAR GRADE MONTHLY MONTHLY  AINNUAL DIFFERENTIAL 1

OF . BASE PAY FLIGHT PAY,. (Gen, minus Spec,) 4

SVC, _Gen Spec Gen  Snec  Gen  Spec Base E

1 0=l 01 827 827 100 100 - 3

2 " " n ] " " -

3 0-2 0-2 1041 1041 125 125 ~ ;

4 " n 1251 1251 150 150 - 3

5 0«3 0-3 1446 1446 168 165 - F

* 5 ] " oon n ] ] - 3

7 " " 151 151% 245 295 =600 E

8 " " SLLERR || " " =500 3

9 " " 1570 1570 " " -600 k

10 0-4 - " 1625 .. ¢ " " + 60 s

11 "w " 1736 1654 " " +384 %

12 n " con " n " +384 ag

13 n " 1834 1736 " 345 - 24 1

14 " " " " n n - 24 &

15 " " 1918 1779 " " +468 P

14 0-5 0-4 2029 1918 " " +132 {4

17 " " 2182 2001 o " +972 by

18 " 1" " 1] " n +972 {

19 " " 2307 2087 225 " +1560 by

20 " " " " 1] " +1560 g

: 21 " " 2377 " 205 " +2L1C0 Py
E 22 0-6 " 2627 " " " +5160 P
i 23 " " 2780 " 185 " +6756 i
\ } 24 "o " " " " " +6756 , ; ?
. L
- AT 20-YEAR POINT +4644 .
= TOTAL b
S s AT 24-YEAR POINT. . L. . .t28478 . P
*Specialist Flight pay includes additional factor of $50 per. Cod
: month for years 6-~11, and 3100 per month for vears 12-24, oA
N NOTE: Specilalist flight pay does not decline after vear 18, ; !
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an additional retention inducement at this treditional
career decision point, and also to maincain a Zlegree ol
parity with officers in the generalis: track. Additional
increases are not considersd necessary after the 12-year
point since most individuals rensininz st this soint are
committed at least to ZJ-year careers.

~ This analysis compares specilalists only to rated
generalists., It should be noted that :thz zirline pay
scales will also. repnresent a tesis of coparison for
. srecialists which cannot be ignored. A& sizeasls ray raise
for both specialists and generalists may be necessary %o
satisfy the "basgse-level" needs/expectations of 2;& nileds,

MOTE: See Apnendix A for detziled cost anelysis,
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the complexity of the oVerall USAF
personnel system and the interactive nature of its com-
ponents (recruitment, training, assignment, evaluation,
promotion, separation, etc.), changes to one component
will inevitably affect the others, Consequently, it is

" almost impossible to accurately predict the net, long-
term effects of a modification as fer-reaching as imple-
menting dual-track management. While some inferences may
be drawn from observations of other, similar systems, they
must be carefully limited due to fundamental differences
among the military organizations, the complexity of their
personnel systems, and the established norms and customs
of those services and their underlying social systems.

Like most large, bureaucratic organizations, the
U.S. Air Force inherently resists change. The prolonged
and often vitriolic controversy surrounding the recent
experiment with controlled OER's has probably served to
accentuate this resistance to major modifications of estaba
lished policy. Nevertheless, it i1s essential that any in-
itiatives to institute a dual-track system not be undertaken
piecemeal. Uncoordinated or half-hearted action would al-
most certainly be worse than no action at all and might easily
serve to exacerbate problems,

It should also be noted that the current pilot reten-
tion "crisis!" stems from a variety of causes, Some are Jjob
related, while others, such as compensation, clearly are not.
It must not be forgotten that pilot attrition itself is not
the cause of the problem; it is the effect. To eliminate
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this effect, its underlying causes must be identified and
corrected. Most past efforts have been directed at extrinsic
sources of dissatisfaction: pay, working ccnditions, pro=-
motion opportunity, OER's, and assorted "irritants." Wwhile -
such actions are necessary to reduce dissatisfaction, most

are inherently incapable of actively cultivating satisfaction
and motivation,

Conclusions

1. It is the author's primary conclusion that a
comprehensive modification of the currént USAF personnel
system, such as that discussed in Chapter V, would serve to
enhance overall job satisfaction and increase the net reten-
tion of USAF pilots, A

2. Pilot retention is a function of factors both in-
trinsic and extrinsic to the Job itself. Extrinsic factors
such as pay, benefits, working environment, and overall secur-
ity must meet the individual's personal "base level' needs in
order for higher order, intrinsic factors to become operative,
The lower or more fundamental the need, the more important
1t becomes to satisfy base level expectations with respect to
it., Therefore, it is essential to fulfill an individual's .
need for basic security. Tne current "up=-or-out'" system acts
to undermine that security for many USAF pilots--among them
those who seek only tc fly and fight., Consequently, any
program of dual-track management must modify this system if
it is to effectively reduce attrition.

3. When these base-level, extrinsic needs are satis-
fied, the level of inherent job satisfaction then becoumes
the primary determinant of overall satisfaction, motivation,
and retention. The potential for intrinsic Job satisfaction
is determined l¢rgely by the following factors: alignment of
aspirations with expectations, job challenge, and sense of
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achievement. Dual-track management of USAF pilots offers
them increased latitude to pursue their individual goals
and preferred career progression paths. It is reasonable to
conclude that such a system will more closely align career
expectations with pérsonal aspirations, thus promoting a
higher overall level of job/career satisfaction and, con-
comitantly, a higher level of pilot retenti&n;

4, (Sub-objective #1: Determine if reduced pro-

motion opportunity will adversely impact retention of pilot
specialists.)

Reduced promotion_opportunity will not adversely
impact retention of pilot specialists. A sufficient number
of pilots will voluntarily accept a limited promotich oppor-
tunity in order to become specialists under a dual-track
system. There are two "keys" tO'acceptaﬁce of limited pro-
motion by a specialist. First, the overall level of com-
pensation and its rate of increase must fulfill his basic
finanéial requirements and maintain a reasonable perception
of equity with respect to the majority of his year group con-
tempories. Secondly, there must be no institutional or
personal stigma assoclated with his limited grade. Elimination
of "up-or-out'" provisions will dispel the existing aura of
failure currently associated with non-promoted officers. The
level of professional expertise which specialists will possess
should serve as an alternate source of status and self-esteem
to these individuals. In the small and close-knit world of
the flyine squadron, they will almost certainiy be accepted
for what they are rather than disparaged for what they are not.

5. (Sub-objective #2: Determine if rated specialists
would experience job enrichment or job stagnation under a dual-

track system.)

There is no basis to assume dual-track specialists
would experience job stagnation merely as a result of being
assigned to flying duty for their full careers. Quite the
contrary, the experience of specialists in other flying
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organizations, the expressed sentiments of a large number of
USAF pilots, and the fact that the speclalist would be limitw

ed to that activity of his own volition all support the argu- -

ment that this would be fertile ground for Jjob enrichment.

6.(Sub~objective #3: Determine if implementation
of dual-track might be expected to foster counterproductive

.golation, rivalry, and misunderstanding between rated special-

ists and rated generalists.) 7

To some degree, at least during the "transition phase"
implementing a dual-track system, a degree of counterproduc-
tive rivalry must be anticipated. Although there seems to
be little or no evidence of this in other dual-track organ-
izations, the perceptions and attitudes which evolved under
our curfent-sysfem, as well as the expected sense of insecur-
ity accompanying any significant bureaucratic policy change,
will probably produce some short-term friction. Over the
longer term the reduced direct competition for promotion and
assignments should actually serve to improve the climate with-
in the unit. Is¢lation of any productive element or indiv-
idual would seem unlikely in an organization as dependent on
teanmwork as a flying squadron.

7.(Sub-objective #4: Determine if rated generalists
under dual-track management would be able to attain suffi-
cient rated experience to meet the requirements of law (Av-
iation Career Incentive Act) and managerial expertise.)

Generalist pllots should be able to attain adequate
flying experience and, in most cases, continue to meet cur-
rent ACIA "gate'" requirements under the dual-track system
hypothesized. Since gll pillots would spend at least their
first six years in flying duty, this should provide a sound
background of flying experience for future generalists and
will still allow twelve years to attain the additional five
years of gate credit necessary to meet the maximum ACIA re-
quirements. The limited size of the specialized force should
not preclude the ability of generallists to meet flying gates,
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This system will have the additional benefit of concen-
trating development efforts on the most promising future
leaders at an early point in their careers,

8. A small increase in retention should return
large dividends, both in dollars and in terms of ‘the quality
and motivation of the rated force, The magnitude of the -
dosts and benefits associated with amall variations in
retention Justify an aggressive effort to improve the
eurrently deplorable rate.

---------------

Recommendations

Past studies have generally confined themselves to
a cost analysis of the dual-track concept. The behavioral
considerations which are the key to variations in retention
have been slighted all too frequently. It is essential
that the questions which this study has addressed be ex-
plored further in an effort to gain a better understanding
of the complex variables of human behavior. The following
specific recommendations are submitted for further research:
1. Conduct a more detalled attitudinal survey of th
USAF rated force to ascertain the probable impact on reten-

tion of implementing a dual-track system. Such a study should

especially address the strength and function of flying as an

intrinsic motivator, the significance of freedom of Jjob choilce
in terms of expectations and motivation, the various perceived

measures of status and "success,'" and the attitudes of pilots
toward career broadening and Job diversification.

2. A study should be undertaken to better quantify
some of the problems and tradeoffs associated with design-
ing a specific dual-track system for the Air Force. Speci-
fically, it should consider, for different force structures
(mixes of specialists and generalists) and varying retention
rates, the impact on assignment stability, training frequency
and costs, time in grade for pPromotion phase points, and
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 exoursions on varying compensation levels.

3. A comprehensive study should be undertaken o:
one or more dval-track air forces of allied nations, especial-
ly Britain, Germany, or Canada. The objective of‘thié.effort
would he to collect data on the attitudes of crew members to-
ward dual-track features which differ from the current USAF
‘system. Additionally, it should seek to collect quantita-
tive data regarding those toplcs identified in recommendation
two.. . |

4, A Tore comprehensive study of commercial airline
pilots (especially former military pilots) should be undertaken
to confirm those observations and tentative conclusions re-
ported herein. '
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APPENDIX A
DUALTRACK COST ANALYSIS
This section is intended to ex@mine the potential
savings assoclated with a dual-track persénnel system applied

to the USAF pilot force. The first objective will be %o
examine cost factors which pertain to an individual pilot in

various weapon systems. Results may then be aggregeated under

various force structure assumptions to provide & rough measure
of total force, life-cycle costs. Two caveats are in order
with regard to these data. First, any cost comparisons of
personnel force structure are extremely scenario dependent.
The more assumptions which are aggregated, the lower the
reliability cf the output. Additionally, the methodology
employed is very simplistic and makes no pretenSe of com=
prehensively modeling the myriad of variables bearihg on

the problem. Nevertheless, this rudimentary analysis should
still suffice to indicate the potential for cost savings
under dual-track.

Demonstrable savings are predicated upon the reduc-
tion of repeated pilot replacement cost assumed under dual-
track. This in turn is debendent upon increased retention and
reduc 2d turnover within the rated force. Increased retention
is appliceble with relative certainty only in the case where
pilots passed over for major are selectively continued on |
active duty who otherwise would be forced out under "up-or-
out" provisions of the current personnel system.

The following discussion of individual pilot life-
cycle costs is derived from methodology employed by Maj. B.L.
Bennett in a study conducted in 1976.(73:--) Cost data is
from AFP 173-13, USAF Cost and Planning Factors Guide, for
FY 1980, (48:-=)




_Assumptions .

1. Life-cycle costs are predicated upon a 24.yesr
career, - ' | o B

2, Requirements. for replacement due to promotion,
reassignment, and resignation are such as to require three
pilots to be trained to fill one slot over a 24-year period.

3. Pilots Legin flying as O-l's,

4, In-unit qualification. will require approximately
ten hours of flying time per individual. ‘ o |

5. Costs per man-year are derived from AF-wide tables
of standard composite rates by grade (AFP 173-13) and include
basic pay, BAQ, incentive pay, and miscellaneous expeﬁse.
Some distortion is present since this figure is weighted to
include non-rated officers,

6. Ancillary costs are omitted (PCS, TDY)

7. The subject is assumed to be & well-qualified pilot
passed over for O-4 and involuntarily separated from the Air
Force at the l2-year point.

TABLE A-I WEIGHTED ACQUISITION COSTS

Acquisition Costs = weighted average of 2000 pilots procured,
with 600 from AFA, 1000 from ROTC and 400 from OTS.

Expected cost of officer procurement is as follows:

SOURCE COST(FY78 DOLLARS) FRACTION FROM THIS SOURCE
AIr Force Academy 6,5 X 600/2000(=.3) = 331,350
ROTC 18,400 X 1000/2000(=.5) = 9,200

0TS 8,900 X 400/2000(=.2) = 1,780
TOTAL Ex?!ETéﬁ'EEéT"‘1?323f§§U

DATA SOURCE: AFP 170-13, 31 May 79, Table 20.
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(Net Cost of Replacing F=-4 Pilot "Specialist"
Forced Out for Pass-Over to 0-4)

DUAL<TRACK SYSTEM - CURRENT SYSTEM
$ 42,930 ACQUISITION® $ 42,930
L FLIGHT TRAINING R
528,220 _ 628,220
671,150 upT? $122,000 671,150

=

Survival s = 1,000
Lead-In Tng 5> = 35,400
Advanced Tng™ = 446,300
In=-Unit Tng a 23,520

PAY & ALLOWANCES?

109,754 Years 1-6 109,754
,,,,, PAY & ALLOWANCES o
146,046 Years 7-=12 : 146,046
$ 926,950 - COST TO DATE $ 926,950
(Officer Forced Out) 15,000
MISSION-CAPABLE REPLACEMENT . 671,150
PAY & ALLOWANCES
158,247 Years 13-18(1-6) 109,754
(0Officer Assigned Non-Flying Duties)’ A
MISSION-CAPABLE REPLACEMENT 671,150
PAY & ALLOWANCES .
170,448 Years 19-24(1-6) | 109,754
1,255,645 (Officers Leave Service) $2,503,758
..444,883 ... .. . RETIREMENT .COST® . ... .....oooo. .. 0
$1,700,528 | TOTAL $2,503,758
803,230 Least Expensive Program L
' NOTE

1., See TABLE A-I.

2. Source: Memo from Maj. George Greenwood AF/MPXXF, SUBJECT:
Reintroduction of Warrant Officers, 18 Oct 79.

3. Source: AFP 170-13, Table 12, Reflects 10 flying hours
for each systen.

4. Regular Military Compensation. Source: "Pay and Allowances
of the Uniformed Services." Committee Print, prepared for
Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, US
Gov'!t Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,1979, p.94.

5. House Armed Services Print, Table 3, p.113.
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The ocrucial cost variable in any study whioh impacts
upon retention is the cost of retention itself, or more

~_specifioally, the cost of providing & replacement (of com-

parable experience) for a pilot who 18 not retained. Table
ILI provides & breakout of peritinent cost factors associated
with replacing a single fighter pilot. ‘

...........................................................

TABLE III. A " FINANCIAL IMPACT OF RETENTION

Cost To Replace 1 Experienced Fighter Pilot (F=4E)

(From Initial Acquisition Through 6-year point)

Acquisition (AFA)? . $ 106,500
Undergraduate-Pilgt Training 122,000
Survival Tralning o

2 1,000
Fighter Lead-In Trailning 2 35,400
Initial System Training (RTU) 3 446,300
Regular Military Compensagion for 6 years 108,696
In-Unit Flying Experience 1,905,120
- (15 hrs/month for 44years-after RTU)
3 PCS Moves (AFA to UPT ko RTU to Base of 5,767
Assignment in CONUS)
TDY (30 days/year over 6 years at average ' - 4,500

cost of $25/day)
TOTALOQ.000....'."'..00.’”"0"'0..000|"0.0’000$2'735.283

NOTES
Cost Factor Sources
1, AFP 173-13, 31 May 79, p.78.
2. Greenwood Memo, 18 Oct 79.

3. U.S. House Armed Services Committee Print, p.94.
4, AFP 173-13, p.62.

5. AFP 1'73-13' p-?.eo

If such savings could be realized for a significant
number of pilots, the budgetary impact would be dramatic.
The following table illustrates total net savings which
could be realized by an improvement in pilot retention of
only 10 percent. This analysis makes no provisions for
elther discounting or inflation, both of which would tend to
further magnify the differential savings.
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PABLE A=IV. RETENTION COST CONSIDERATIONS FOR TOTAL FORCE

Net affect of inoreasing retention by 10 peroent or.- 180 pilota. o
' (ot 1800 projected lossed of 6«11 year 0-3's in FY80)

,Replacement'00|ts (ror F«4 pilots with 6~yeurs)
= 32, 735 283 x 180 = $492,3%0,940

T S T R POUURRCR & s b
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Offset by highor pay for years 7-12 (= $40 365) .

plus ultimate retirement annuity (= $444 883) 3

: - - (for Major at 24 years) . 3

e : : = ($40,365 + 444, 883) x 180 - 3 87,344,640 ]
NET DIFFERENCE = $405,008,300 | b

AVERAGE " ANNUAL SAVINGS - (over 6'years) w3 67,501,080 ' i

Naturslly, the net effect of implementing dual-track 3

would be subject to many more variables than have heen des- E

cribved thus far. Unfortunately, a computer model is required -g

to consider such factors as total pilot requirements, total '§

force size, grade structure and constraints, tenure and 3

residual loss rates--not to mention retention. At this time, é

the model used for force structure analysis at Headquarters, g

USAF is not avallable for more detailed research. ;
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APPENDIX B

In order to sample attitudes of commercial air-
line pilots, a brief survey was distributed in April 1980
to approximately 50 Braniff Airways pilots based in Kan-
sas City, MO. Twenty surveys were returned for a response
‘rate of 40 percent, While the sample was too limited to
be statistically significant, it did provide .an indication
of the ourrent attitudes, levél of Job satisfaction, and
perceptions of this group on a variety of subjects. The
obJjectives of the Survgy were to (1) a3sess the degree of
Job satisfaction among young airline pilots (especially
former USAF pilots), (2) determine which factors are most
important in determining overall career satisfaction, (3)
evaluate the group's perception of the relative merits of
careers in the military or commercial aviation, and (4)
sgmple attitudes regarding implementation of a dual-track
system in the military.

The group averaged 32 years of age, 2.8 years of
airline experience, 7.5 years of military service, and
Just over 2200 hours of prior military flying time, pri-
marily in heavy (cargo or tanker) aircraft., Fourteen were
former USAF pilots (plus 1 Navy and 1 Army).

The overall level of Job satisfaction was measured
with the Hoppock battery of four standardized questions (5«
8 on the survey) which permit comparison of relative job

satisfaction, even among diverse groups.(7:--) Since several
USAF surveys have used this same measure, it facilitates dir-

ect comparison of the relative degree of job satisfaction
between military and commercial aviators. The mean value
of Braniff pilots'! responses was an exceptionally high 25.8
(of a range of 4 to 28). For purposes of camparison, the
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results of several USAF surveys sre provided in TableB-I;
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TABLE B-I. COMPARATIVE JOB SATISFACTION RATINGS

- Survey Job Satisfaction Mean Score
1980 Braniff Pilots o ' 28.8
1980 USAF CGSC "tudents (74:-) 20,3
1979 ATC T-38 IP's (79:30) 19,2
1977 USAF Quality of Life Survey = 18.7
(all officers) (79:30)

Two factors emerged as proeminent_coﬁponentn of
overall career satisfaction: the opportunity to fly, and
working conditions (e.g., - schedule, facllities, etc.).
Also mentioned vehemently, though less frequently, were
pay level and stability of family life. Other factors,
such as professional identity, educational opportunity,
advancement opportunity, Jjob security and (surprisingly)

Job challenge/responsibility were either listed as relative-
ly unimportant or ignored altogether. :

Those commercial pllots with former military ser-
vice expressed no regrets at their decision to leave the
military. They unanimously. rated the airlines '"much better"
than the military overall, and were also heavily predis-
posed toward the airlines in virtually every individual
category except Job security, opportunity for advancement,
and'"'quality of flying." Somewhat surprisingly, they also
felt that the airlines' retirement system was much better
than the military's 20-year option, frequently criticized
by Congress and elements of the media as excessively gen-
erous., This possibly is due to the fact that few would care
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to retire carly from a Jjob with which they are 8o highly
satisfied, ) A -
' Tho_grouptlLtcolxnga»woro mixed regarding dual-

‘track management in the military, although it should be

noted that the survey's deseription of such & corcept was

extremely brief. While the pilots overwhelmingly felt
that such a system would be "an improvement," only a few
(about 20 percent) indicated that such a system alone
would have kept them in the military. Yet even a snall
response l1s interesting in light of tho'ltrengﬁhvat res=
ponse regarding the airline - military comparison, The
vast_mgjority of respondents discounted the possibility
that they might eventually become bored with either mil-
itary or commercial flying. The pilots expressed two
specific reservations regarding a dual-track system: (1)
the majority said they would not care to serve under a
squadron commander younger or less experiénced (flying)
than themselves, and (2) a few felt that pilot-specialists
should not be "penalized" by slower promotions.
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Survey of Commercial Airline Pilots

A8 you probably realize, the military services have
recently been experiencing an historically high turnover of
pilots with 6 to 11 years of service. I am an Air Foroce
officer conducting a study of this problem. Aa representatives
of our biggesat competitor--commercial aviation, you can pro-
vide a valuable inaight into this problem which those of us
still on the "inside" might not have (more so since many of
you are former military aviators, perhaps still flying with
the Guard or Reserve forces), Flease take a few minutes to
complete this questionaire. Any comments you might wish to
offer regarding either the questions or any aspects of milie

-tary or eivilian employment would be welcome,

Thowos O. Py .

‘THOMAS O, FLEMING, JR.,MAJ,USAF

1 . Age L e
2. Years service with Alrlines . ... . o0
3. Active Military Service - Rranch Ratin

g——hﬂd-d-h
Yrs Sve_ _Type A/C flowm .. .
Approx. Iil. Flying Hrs
4. Please evaluate the following factors as to their signifie
cance in determining your overall career satisfaction. First
rank the three factors you consider most important, then the
three you consider leasgst important in determining overall sate
isfaction.

Most Least
Important Important
L a. Opportunity for training & education
b. A challenging, responsible Job

c. Pay & Allowance

d. Opportunity for advancement

e, Quallity of leadership & supervision
. Fringe benefits

g, Travel & new experiences

h. "Say" in future eassignments

i. EBasic Job security

J. The people

k., The retirement system

1. Working conditions :

m., Professional identity & prestige

n, Opportunity to fly. .......... ... ..
0. Other factors

|

TN
T

---------------------------

p. Other factors
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5. Which one of the following shows how much of the timo
you feel satisfied with your Job?

All of the time

with other people?

No one likes his Job better than I like mine

I

I
I

I
I

B. Moat of the time
. Ce A good deal of the time - -
D. About half of the time o
E. Qoocasionally : C
F. Seldom
- : G. Never
E i 6. Choose the one of the following statements which best
3 ! tells how well you like your Job,
3 A. I hate it
L : B. I dislike it
B . C. I don't like it
B D. I am indifferent to it
S "Ese I like it
o F. I am enthusiastic about it
e - G.. . T love it
o 7. Vhich 9 one of the following best tells how you feel about
e changing your Job?
P : A, I would quit this Job at once if I could
S B. I would take almost any other job in which I
: could earn as much as I am earning now
! C. I would like to change both my Job and my occupaw
‘ tion
: D. I would like to exchange my present Jjob for an-
; other one
; E. I am not eager to change my Job, but I would do
i 80 1if I could get a better job
i F. I cannot think of any Jobs for which I would ex-
: change
; G. I would not exchange my Job for any other
% 8. VUWhich one of the following shows how you think you compare

like my Job much better than most people like
theirs

like my Jjob better than most people like theirs
like my Jjob about as well as most people like
theirs

dislike my Job more than most people dislike theirs

dislike my Jjob much more than most people dislike
theirs

o one dislikes his Jjob more than I dislike mine

B

% Please use the following scale to answer questions 9-14,
? Strongly Agree Neutral/undecided Disagree Strongly DN/A

Disagree
. C D E F

15 Yol et bt i fbochired




-~ NOTEBY

Dual=Track Pilet Managsmentw=A personnel manugcmédt
system wherein & limited number of pilots would bhe offered

an opportunity to be 'pilet spcoinlista“ with limitad ld-
‘vancement and adequate pay. .

__;9. A dusl-track system such ao described abov. would be
. e an improvement
10. I would have remained in the USAF/Navy 1r such & system
. existed
. il

Military flying offers a degree of satisraction not
; . attainable in commercial aviation

: — I vould not care to serve under & squadron commander
! ' . who was younger or less experienced (flying) than I
i .13, Being limited exclusively to military flying duties

for 1820 yesars would most likely result in borsdom
. and frustreations

3 14, I expect that commercial Iflying will become boring
= arter 15.20 years

15, Please compare the relative nmerits of military and
‘commercial flying in terms of the following fsctors:(Please
use the following scale to assign a value for each factor)

o ~ Military Nilitary No © .' - Alrlines . Airlnes
= Much Better Somewhat Better Difference Somewhat Better MuchBetter

A
." . Job satisfaction
,.b. Pay & benefits
O Assignment locations
.G« Duty schedule/free time
« Working conditions
, « Quality of flying
g. Benefits
..,h. Supervision
« Job security
J. Retirement benefits
. k. Status/prestige
/ ,,.I. Opportunity for advancement
m, Overall

o i r o R 2
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